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Jo Co SAXBEE 
'I'he Place and Significance of S,iren Kierkegaard 1 s 
"Attack upon Chris tend om" in the development 
of his authorship 
Pho Do Thesis 1974 
The copyright of this thesis rests with the author. 
No quotation from it should be published without 
his prior written consent and information derived 
from it should be acknowledged. 
1~?~3 _':t~lf~QT 
An examination of the debate s~rounding Hpren Kierkce;aard 1 s 11 Attack 
upon Christendom11 reveals a tendency on the part of scholars to explain 
a'.'Jay these final polemics in terms of their author~ s physical und mental 
debilitation. :Cn opposition to such viervs it is here argued that the 
11 Attacle' has a place in Kierkegaard 1 s authorship as an integral and 
consistent part of his overall strategy in the cause of Christian imrard= 
ness. 'l'he principle of Subjectivity, adjudged to be decisive for 
Kierkegaard 1 s understanding of Christianity, implies the relativisation 
of objective norms of Christian expression such as the Church. It is 
endeavoured to show that Kierkegaard 1 s contemporaries, and especially 
the Danish Church Primate, Bishop rr.ynster, failed to recognise such 
implications of his authorship for their ovm status as members of an 
established Church. Being thus misunderstood, Kierkegaard \"Jas forced 
into a direct assault upon the objective norms of Christendom, leaving 
behind the kind of indirect communication characterising his earlier 
strategy. So the 11 Attaclr' is seen as consistent with the earlier 
authorship which is its presupposition. 
Whilst sensing the inevitabilit-y of the "Attac~', Kierkegg.ard 
delayed its inception in the interests of his plea for honesty on the 
part of his readers, and in order that his ovm authority should be 
clarified. 
evaluated. 
'l'hese two concepts are described and their significance 
Because of their influence upon the timing ru1d development of 
the 11 Attac~1 , the personalities of Jo P. Mynster and H. L. I\iartensen 
are expounded biographically whilst Kierkege~rd's perspective on the 
Church is analysed in the interest of further contextualisationo 
Finally, the progr-ess of the Q 1 Attac~' is traced with especial 
reference to the contemporary debate surrounding and, to an extent, 
moulding the form and content of Kierkegaard 1 s output in his last yearso 
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TI-m: 10 A9:TACK" AND THE At.J""THOl{SHIP 
~-,;:o.---=---=---'-~-=-=-~_.;;....~:="-::-"' _;;_== ~~ ~·='=---~--""' ~~_;-=..,..= 
v7ha:tever conclusions we may reach about the ultimate significance of 
Kierkegaa:rd 0 s n Attack upon Christendom"~ there can be no ov~restimating 
the eJ~ent and passion of the ~mediate reactiono A very laz>ga number of 
newspaper articles and letters appeared in Denmark during the months followL~g 
Kierk.egaa.rd 1 s first polemical outburst in E_~d~ela.n~t, many of which are 
listed in the bibliograp~. This 11 free for all11 has its closest modern 
counterpart in the debate following the publication of Robinson°s Honest to 
~ = but~ in character with general Danish practice of the time, even fevrer 
concessions were made to politeness or objectivi~~ However, altl1ough study 
of these reactions in the Danish liter~ and ecclesiastical world can tell 
us a great deal about the effect Kierk.egaard 0 s attack had upon his contem;:. 
poraries, in the last analysis we learn very little about what Kierk.egaard 
really meanto Kierk.egaard intended to evoke a response and these newspaper 
items help us to describe the response which actually arose, but little is 
gained to help the scholar in search of Kierk.egaard 0 s actual position. 
There are two main reasons for this o First of all, the debate tended 
to revolve around questions of personalitieso VIe shall argue that it was 
Kierk.egaard 0 s will that this should be so, but still it hampers arry quest 
for clari~ on basic issueso Secondly j) by and large those who contributed 
to this debate had little familiari~ with, and even less understanding of, 
Kierk.egaard' s authorship as a wholeo H. Lo Martensen, per-haps the most 
Bi.fted and highly respected academic theologian of the time in Denmark, had 
made only soan~ references to "this prolix literature10 , whilst NoFoSo 
Grundtvig gr-eeted Kierlrega.ard 1 s polemical articles with expressions of surprise 
that such an uproar should come from that unexpected quartero1 As Ho Toftdahl 
comments Jl 11 Grundtvig did not know much about the nerve of Kierkegaard 1 s 
authorship'' o 2 Several of the judgements made in the course of the debate 
illustrate the limitations of the contributor's acquaintance with Kierk.egaard 0 s 
major themeso FurthermoreJ) Kierkegaard's contemporaries could have no 
2 
lmowledge of his Journals and. Paperso It is difficult for modern Kierkegaa.rd 
scholars to imagine being without this very fundamental pool of interpretative 
resources~ but early commentators were thus deprived and so some of their 
errors of judgement can be excusedo 
NO\TD our first inclination is to step in on Kierkegaard. 0s behalf' in 
order to provide the necessary context for the at~ack and so neutralise the 
initial erroneous interpretationso This process of contextualisation would. 
seem to have t¥fo areas of interest» vizo the authorship and. the historical 
situationo It can be argued. that,p as Kierkegaard 0 s attack came at the end 
of his career as a writer~ then the whole of the authorship must act as a 
prelude to ito We m~ conclude that ~blikket is a basic deviation from» 
or a natural. consequence of the preceding authorship,p but either way th.ere 
is no possibili~ of viewing these later aticles in isolationo Those who 
were first on the scene tended to be guilty of this myopic approach and. 
their error must be exposed and the imbalance redressed. Also the historical 
context is especially necessary f'or modern readers of' Kierkegaard 0s attacko 
Those who wrote in immediate response to Kierkegaard.'s polemics were too 
much concerned,p perhaps» with the historical connotationso They were 
principa.ll;y involved with the implications of the 11 Attack!0 10 in Protestantism 
and especialzy in Denmark!0 » thus failing to notice the broader issues at stakeo 
Even though it was also Kierkegaard 0 s will that this should be so» l,ater 
commentators have felt the need to clari~ both the historical implications 
and limitations of Kierkega.ard 0 s outburst. In attacking Bishop Mynster, 
Kierkegaard is attacking what Mynster stands for and therefore he is attacking 
principles and presuppositions which exert an influence w~ beyond the limited 
context of 19th century Denmarko Yet the historical significance of the 
fact that it was ~ster and not another who came under fire needs to be 
clear~ defined. This is the justification offered in support of an historical 
introduction to the 10 Attack!9 o 
All this seems natural enougho It is an accepted view that literar.y 
and historical research must contribute to our greater understanding of 
vnriters who lived in a different social and cultural milieu from ourselveso 
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An introduction to Kierkegaard~s work~ setting it in the context uhich 
produced it~ VJould seem to be a vJelcome and necessary supplement to our 
reading of that vrorko But whether this is in fact true of other writers» 
in Kierkegaerd 0 s case the presupposition has certainly not gone unchallen~do 
Herman...n Diem lw.s maintained the impossibility of arriving at any understanding 
uhatever of KierkegaardQs life uork by means of comparative and genetic 
method.so 3 Diem emphasises that Kierkegaard. had no system but only a 
dialectical methodo Henriksen states Diemas case thusg 
"Its (the dialectical methodis) application requires two persons» 
teacher and pupil~ in Socratic conversation with each other» the one 
who has knowledge asking the questions» the one who seeks knov1ledge 
giving the answerso \Then both have their attention directed towards 
the same subject during the conversation» it is the questioner 0 s 
mission to release his counterpart from his immediate relation to the 
subject by resolving it into nothing by abstractiono If they succeed 
in bringing this course to a close»· a new inner process» self'=activity » 
will thereby be released in the questioned persono He must nowD 
personally» without the assistance of teacher or knowledge» solve the 
problem of his e:xistenceo It was in order to arrive at this result 
that the person questioned» the reader';' should be released from all 
external authorities and learn to think f'or h:Lrnself' 11 that Kierkega.ard» 
adopting a pseudonym» attempted to disappear behind his works in 
Socratic concealmento The vtork done to demonstrate the personal 
element in his production is therefore in conflict with Kier ke ga.ard as 
express uishes end an obstacle to the right understanding of his worko 
Comparative studie.s of his teaching and that of the Chur'ch, of' his and 
Hegel's doctrines are likewise at best useless~ because Kearkegaard 
has no doctrine~ merely a methodo \'Je gain no under standing of or 
prof'i t from Kierkega.ard Q s books by talking of him but by entering into 
conversation with him~o 4 
More recent~ Paul Homer has taken up a similar stanceo5 He stresses 
that» in order to understand Kierkegaard one must recognise that he was 
dealing with 11 possibles" o Holmer then draws a distinctiong 
1~ Cognitive possibles get their reference in virtue of an act of 
the thinker, which act does not change the cognitive agent but affects 
only the transition from unintelligible to intelligible o Ethic8J. 
possibles get their reference in virtue of an interest and passion of 
the persono As possibles they too are neutral and without referenceo 
They acquire 1 reference a only when they are chosen and willed as the 
model of one 0 s futureVi o 6 
Now Holmer gpes on to argue that a major error of philosopqy is to treat 
such e thica.l and religious possibles as if they v1ere true of objects; as if' 
they were descriptive of actua.lityll hencell able to be synthesised into 
cognitive unities and presuppositionso Kierkegaard 1 s books put these ethical 
possibles into lingu.iotic form without rne..king them tools of co§litiono So 
it is clear that for Holmer the best approach to an unde:estanding of Kierlregaard 
is not by ~ay of biograpkucal rescarohg 
11 for his O\m historical immedi~cy t'JBS his a.cc:i.dento.l point of 
departure f'or his encounter rri th the qualitative dialEJctic of' ethlco= 
religio~s possibilitiesD and he believed that every rnan°s contemporani~ 
permitt0d.D but did not r0quire or predispose~ tlw same immediaoy10 o 7 
One rrill not acquire an understanding of Kierkegaard by accumulating vast 
quantiti0s of factual material about his hist~rical context0 his biograp~D 
his psychology or his biological idiosyncracieso Rather 11 to groasp these 
possibles as requirements is Kierkegaard 0 s wish for his readerso This does 
not ask for philosophical (or historical) talent as much as it does an 
ability to read and respond with fitting passioni'. 8 So Holmer concludes 
that when VJX"iting about Kierlregaard one is obliged to do one of too thingsg 
11 a) write historical literature about his deeds~ his books .s> the 
events occasioning either etco or 
b) write a critical literature in which one engages the argument~ 
religious and philosophico In the first instance there is no promise 
of a systematic consequence unless a metap~sic of learning obtains (and 
then Kierlre gaard is wrong) ; in the second instance one w:ri tes not about 
tba man and his books as much as one translates his language and thoughts 
in to one 0 s own10 • 
It is this latter which alone» according to Holmer~ has importance for 
Ki.erkegaardo 9 
Henriksen points out that Diem's methodology has not caught on to a:n:y 
significant extent in Scandinavia and certainly Scandinavian scholars have 
been ve~ critical of his approacho Valter Lindstr'om and Torsten Bohlin~ 
whose views differ wide~ at most points~ are united in attacG±ng Diemo 
Lindstrom asserts that Kierkegaard 0s existential dialectic, which Diem is right 
to emphasise~ cannot be detached from the dogma underlying ito The v1what11 
and 11 hor/1 of Christianity are inextricabzy links do 1 0 Bohlin makes a similar 
point when he argues against Diem that, although Kierkega.ard strongly asserts 
the principle of individual Christian appropriationll this does not exclude 
him from enunciating a de~inite dogmatic 11 view'o 11 Furthermore.~> Per 
L!Dnning has argued that Diem 0 s own books presuppose precisely the ld.nd of 
unity in Kierlregaard 0 s authorship which his own utterances are meant to 
.5 
oondomno i 2 Paul Sponlwim endoraea J4ifnning 0 s judgemento 13 
Not7 » a1 though all these condelimations of Diem are justified and to 
the point~ still these critics Will all recognise the extent to uhich both 
lw and Ho~ITior OO.ve pointed to something very important cha..raoterisiug 
It is clear that Kierlregaerd 0s theory of 
commun:tcation and the attempt:::: he made to put this into practice must put 
the interpx"eter on his gua.rdo If' ue are going to try and rectify the 
aberrations of thoso gho responded to Kierkegaard 0s attack in the beat of 
the battleD then it is necessar.y for us to be more than usual~ attentive 
to the author 0s own methodological intentionso Diem and Holmer have a 
salutary uord of warning to those who might try to reduce Kierkegaard 0 s 
polemic to an isolated and» from the point of view of the modern reader 11 
insignificant occurrenceo Kierlregaa.rd 0 s authorship does not amount to a 
formal dogmatic system which can be convenient~ set within a particular 
historical context and then be safely defusedo He makes demands upon his 
readers which no amount of p~chological» biographical or hi8Drical research 
must be allowed to 11 tone dovm90 o Mario Thulstrup writes as follows about 
modern reactions to Kierkegaard 0 s attack on the Churchg 
11 o o o tod.ey (Kierkegaa.rd) has become a virtual ;topic 0 about t1hich 
one can retain a scholarl3 neutrality; if' aey personal factors appear 
in a modern critique they have the dubious advantage of being without 
0 contemporanmty 0 which played such a large role in Kier kegaard 9 s though to 
Because of this» many critics either put forward a clumsy condemnation 
or 11 uha.t is worseD dismiss him vJith a modern psychiatric diagnosisp 
without bothering to find a coherence in his thought as a whole o 10 14 
Kierkega.ard believed that Christianity had suffered radically at the hands 
of the interpreterso The same fate must not befall his own positiono 
It is worth spending some time shovJing that the imbalance to which 
Diem and Holmer stand as correctives is no mere phantomo Lindstrom praises 
Diem for his role in rectif.Ying the bias caused by those tiho attempt to 
isolate Kierkegaard 0s dogmatic and anthropological statements at the expanse 
of his existential dialectic~> 15 and the history of Kierkegaardia.n scholarship 
reveals maqy attempts to subject the authorship to a psychological or 
historical reductionismo Per 10nning recognises the limitations and dangers 
1
'\Jithou"(; 'expressing' any ju.dgemeni of principle about this .brooch of 
Kierlroga..a.rd intex>pretetion» t:G are justified in Ba.inta.ining that i.i 
bas often had tho unf'ortuna t0 consequence of rectucing his thoughts 
to ste..t0s of' mindD conditioned by thon and the faotora pert&ining 
to kri:lrc<licy and miliou.ll and so the interp~tor thinks hG lmn fixdshe6l. 
\1i th tlwm on suoh g oun.d.s'0 o '1 6 
In the early years of research wo fin21 exa.mples of the psychological approach 
are to be found in the work of Ho So Vodskov and Harald Hsiffd.ingo 1 7 They 
both spend some time in the period '1 84.7 = 1 855 and both a ttcmpt to show the 
- - -
connection between Kier'kegaerd•s religious development in the years immediately 
following the termination of the rel_igious production and the passionate 
attack on the church launched just before his deatho Vodskov is of the 
opinion that in. the year 184.9 Kierkeeaard underwent a spiritual crisis 
centred on the problem of whether he should publish the three works he had 
completed in 184.8~ Train~in Christianj:ty~ The Sickness unto Death and 
The Point of Viewo If he was to publish them then the further problem arose 
as to whether this should be under his own name o His innermost doubt was 
whether he was really called to be a witness to the truth or v1as merely a 
poe to "This is o o o the nerve of the whole movement» that he has reached 
his linii t tba t he has become doubtful as to his call~ uncertain as to his 
duty! ~~er~ain a~ to God's intentioJl !lAth him" o_ _ Vodskov 9 s final conclusion 
is that Kierkegaard was led astray by his striving for personal truth and 
that had he followed his calling1 instead of launching into The Instant, 
he would have continued as a poet culminating after 184.9 in an authorship 
glori~ing in a positive w~ the Christian lifeo 
On the other hand Ho{:f'.f'ding presents quite another view of the mattero 
According to his reading of the psychological evidence~ the later move away 
from the Church is not to be traced to a crisis but, on the contrary, to 
a religious experience» a Christian awakeningo In the Easter of 1 84.8 
Kierkegaard writes in his diaryg "Now I have reached faith in the deepest 
sense o o o to God everything is possible; this thought is now in the deepest 
sense my watchword'' o This change of heart gave Kierkegaard a keener eye 
l 
for the austerity of' the Christian ideals and the weakness of' the Christian 
Churcho This change of heart$ when supplemented by the external conditions 
of his persecution by !he Cqr...§aix- and the political upheaval of 184.8~ moves 
Kierkegaard 9 after some considerable deliberations on his status as a uitness 
to the truth to an opan assault on the Church and established Christianityo 
Here we see two interpreters of' Kierkiegaard both seold.ng to e:t..-plain 
p~ychologically the polemics of' the last years by the manipulation of entries 
in the Journals~ and yet both coming up with widely different resultso 
This discrepanqy must be part~ due to the fact that both writers were 
influenced in reaching their conclusions by their own subjective Judgement 
of what they expected to findo Thus Vodskovvs known strong aversion to 
The Instant and Hp{ffding~ s acknowledged admiration for 11 the greatness of the 
theme marking these latter years and the passion with w~ch it was carried 
on11 » must be adjudged to have influenced their handling of the evidenceo 
However, some scepticism about the merit of biographical-psychological approaches 
to Kierkegaard 0s writings would seem to be justified by reference to these 
ve~ different sets of conclusionso 
Suah scepticism is reinf'orced by our study of less subjective]y motivated 
analyses written since the turn of the centl.lX'Y o Most notewort~ amongst these 
Mi,_ • 18 J:U·OSCOpJ.o Heiberg saw Kierkegaard as one struggling to be healed 
from a sickness composed of elements of mel~cho~ and self-aecusationo 
This psychological diseasej if disease it can be called, can be traced in 
his diaries and eas~ be diagnosed by careful attention to Kierkegaard's 
reflective writingso Then if we turn to the work of Hjalmar Helwegv and 
principally his book §iren Kierke gaa.rdo En 'Q_sykiatrisk=~sykologisk studie 19 
we find the opinj.on advanced that Kierkega.ard suffered from a manic depressive 
psychosis and evidence is found in Kierkegaard 0 s severe attacks of melancholy» 
his self=accusation and sensations of f'earo The diagnosis is strengthened 
by the fact that this mental disease was found in Kier kegaard 0 s famil;y and 
seems to have been inherited directl;y from parents to childreno However~ 
another writer using similar methods as Helweg ( ioe. appeal to biographical 
8 
factors detemiri:tng K:i.cJrlre~d 0 s psychology and harice his authorship) in 
fact counters Hel\vee/ s argument by associating KieK'lre gae.rd u ith tro aesthetic~ 
schizoth,ymic constitutional typeo This is John Bjjl{rkhem vJho further argues 
imagination ti'..an in exteJrnal contact through actiono He had an inc]J..nation 
to hide himself at aAY cost preferring intercourse with iaeas rather than 
~ith men~o 20 These are marked features of the schizothymic personali~, 
sey-s Bjjl{rkheml> and sex>ve to validate his Cfugno.siso 
in respect of' the biological factors compelling Kierkegaard 0 s personality 
is that put forward by Richard Magnusseno 21 He argues that Kierkegaard was 
a hunchback and tries to sbou the influence this pqysical deformity must 
have had on Kierkegaard 0s psychic compositiono 
Now, it is my concern here not so much to assess the relative merits 
of these various diagnoses as to emphasise their. diversity a As Spo~im 
observesg 
tv No diagnostic agreement regarding Kierlre gaard 0 s maladie_s appears 
to have been r~ached by the practitioners of this arto While this 
absence of agreement m~ not reflect adversely on the results of these 
studies l> one does wonder whether Kierkegaard was really that ill o o ~ 
Our quarrel pursues behind the results of such studies to their method 
and presuppositions11 o 22 
The main presupposition in question here is that an awareness of Kierkegaard 0s 
psychological oonstitutionl> sociai contacts and ~sonal history can be a 
gatewey to an understanding of the essence of Kierkegaardo A~inst this 
it must be contended that such influences are not causes but rather occasions 
for the production of Kierkegaard 0s authorshipo 
made by Louis Dupreg 
This point has been ·well 
11 Kierkegaard 0 s psychology did not create his religious philosopey l) 
but was only the occasion a or, better j) the necessary condition fox- its 
discoveryo Rather than serving as an explanation of his work,~~ 
Kierke gaa.rd 0 s psychological constitution should be explained in the 
light of his writingsJ) fOX' it is essentially subordinated to the reality 
with which they are ooncerne~1 o 23 
It is not enough to have given the occasion for Kierlregaard 0s m-iting and 
to treat that as sufficient gr>ound far judging his thought = especially wbanJ) 
as: Diem and Holmer emphasise, he proposes a dialectic of existence demanding 
9 
a method of communication and o2~istential response such ao cannot be reduced 
to aqy amount of historical or psychological datao 
To recapitulate then~ at this pointo If' we are to try and use our 
advantages in respect of soUTces and historical perspeot5.ve in OX'der to assess 
more accurately than his immediate contemporaries the signif'icance of 
Kierlregaa.rd 0 s finaJ. assault upon Christendom$) ~e must proceed with some 
cautiono Whereas with the majority of authors the application of normal 
research tools to their uork falls to their long tern adyanta~ ~ t~ s~cial 
character of Kierkegaard 0s authorship imposes strict limitations upon the use 
of such tools in his caseo Kierkegaard is intention was that his readers 
should become existentially engaged in his literary production» to indulge 
in Kierkegaardian research and yet stop short of this personal act of 
engagement is to fail to take one's subject seriouslYo 
However 1 there have been a number of scholars who have desperate:cy 
wanted to take Kierkega.a.rd seriously and engage in his authorship and yet 
the 11 Attaok!0 of the last years had px'OVed to be a.n unavoidable stumbling 
blocko Whereas for commentators of 120 years ago the attack came to them 
as something of a bolt from the blue (whether it should have been such a 
surprise is not important here) ~ out of a. feeling for Christian orthodo:x;y 
- --
and integrity some modern J:n~terpreters have sought to deliber-ately isolate 
the att{Jck from what went beforeo In order to be able to defend Kierkegaa.rd's 
basic position they feel compelled to attack his final excesseso 
is something of an embarrassment~ and it is this embarrassment which freethinkers 
like Brandes were happy to exploit by strongly emphasising the anti-establishment 
polemicso 24 A prominent example of this effort to defend Kierkega.a.rd by 
attacking the 11 A ttack!1 is found in No Ho Soe 0 s lecture in the volume Kamp 
mod Kirkeno 25 
Whilst acknowledging the consistency of Kierkega.ard 0 s work, Soe queries 
whether it was necessary for him to go so far as he did in his attack on the 
Churcho Certainly the Church has its failings and these need to be recognised 
openly and tackled without equivocationo But, neverthe~essS> this does not 
i,O 
demand such a d~structive assa.ul.t as Iue:dregB.ard conducts against the clergy 
and ecc:lesiastica.l adwinistX'atorsll culminating in 1flhat Soe calls KieX'lregaard 0s 
criminal act of calling men to abandon the flOrship conducted under the auspices 
of tlre State Chutcho So·e is left unimpressed by e:!!:plal'latio~s of KierkegeEJrd a 5 
extreme position in terms of the need to exaggerate on0 as argU!Oents in order 
to get them heordo Nothing so logicaJ. or contrived was going on in KiGrkega.ard 1 s 
mind at this point = rather ll he was tha victim of unforeseen ixlf'luences nhich 
were suddenly released when Mynster died and Kierkegaard 0s obligations to 
11 his father 8 s Priest11 \"Jere abroga.tedo These influences can be tX'aced back 
to the Regina debacle which rendered Kierkegaard bitter about sexual matters ll 
his inherited wealth which caused him to worry a good deal about the Christian 
position with regard to material benefits and to his envy of Martensen with 
whom he had shared part of his youth and vJ·ho now had risen to high ecclesiastical 
officeo It is significant that Soe only mentions such influences upon 
Kierkegaard aa his upbringing and his 10 thorn in the flesh'' as if in passingo 
The fact is that» in an attempt to defend Kierkegaard 0 s outrages, See tries 
to make excuses for him=~ in terms of influences dating back to his 
youth and so moul.ding his whole authorshipv butll rather, in terms of historical 
and biographical influences which only came to the fore late in the productiono 
Tbese iilfiuences--are presUmed- to have worked ___ upon Kierkegaarci -to such an 
extent that he was prompted to launch an impulsive, unco=erdinated attack 
upon the Church which had fostered him and his familyo So whereas Malantschuk 
is eager to give some semblance of order to the pamphlets (he divides them 
up into four distinct and consciously planned periods)» Soe highlights 
their uncharacteristic impulsiveness - they are like the punches landed by 
the flailing fists of a mad mano 
Soe~ thenD is concerned to defend Kierkegaard 0s major authorship by 
26 trying to lessen his culpability for the extravagances of the last years., 
He is presented as a man determined by largezy e~rnal forces, no longer able 
to think clea.rJ.,y with regard to the overall message of the New Testament 
and unable to intuit the point at which to cry haltg Psychological and 
'' ,.·. ,, 
i1 
histo:!:"ical :inf'luences play1ng upon- Kierk.c·gaard in his later years are deemed 
strong enough to make it possible for the interJ?reter to isolate tha final 
polemios 9 so leaving him free to fish in less troubled waterso 
Edua.x'd Geismar aloo feels tha need to qualifY sqme of' Kiorke gaa.rd 0 s 
mo~ extreme utterances uiih B causal explanation before he can bring himself 
to recommend Kierkegaard 9 s teaching to the Churcho 27 This critic laJfS 
considerable stress upon SchopenhaueX' as a strong influence upon the late 
Kier!rega.ardo 28 This influence shows itself principally in the gr:-eateX' 
negativity shovm in respect of sexual matters and the possibility of life~ 
aff'irmationo Geismar believes that in dealing with these issues Kierke ga.a.rd 
departs radically from Luther who saw the rearing of children in marriage as 
a command of God~ and in conformity with His Holy willa "His diaries from 
the last three years are full of' comments on sexual matters which to my mind 
are revoltin~1 sa:ys Geismaro 29 He goes ong 11 There is indeed much that is 
impure in all these matters» both within and without marriage a Nevertheless!> 
it is an arrangement of God ooo 11 o Then!> having pointed out Kier ke gaard 0 s 
excesses and their origins in Schopenhauer, Geismar is able to declare that 
11 in spite of this dissent g I am convinced that Kierke gaard has a message for 
the Church~ and especially for Protestantism" o 30 But whatever value 
--- --· --- - -- -- ~----- ---·-- ---- ,. 
Geismar may put up-on Kierkegaard 0 s message in these last years,p he is nontheless 
anxious to sever the 1tAttack!1 from the early authorshipo In opposition to 
Bohlin°s contention that Kierkegaard 1 s final position can be traced back to 
the pseudo~s.P Geismar protests that "the later Kierkegaard is not a consequence 
of them11 o .31 Clear1y Geismar wants to indulge in a certain amount of pruning 
before endorsing Kierkegaard 1 s attack with the seal of his approvalo 
Valter Lind-strom» in spite of his plea for a "totality view11 in 
respect of Kierkegaardvs authorship.P seems in the end to stop short of an 
unequivocal confrontation with the challen@9 of The Instanto In conscious 
opposit·ion to Bohlin» Lindstrom asserts that~ "In the case of a. man of 
Kier ke gaard v s stature one m'us:t always work on the assumption that apparently 
opposed t~ndencies are somehow to be held together in a unified point of view 0 0 0 
,, - -·--~ 
. ·'" 
···.'· _,. 
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One must there:f.'or0 assmie a tm:1ficd total vic1!J nh:l.ch provides th0 background 
to, and is refle ctcd in, the edifying Hri tings as nell as the 0 ae s tmtic10 
production" o 32 Howeverp Sponheim is justified in doubting whether IJindstrom 9 s 
definition of the unifying principle is sufficientlY prcci~c as to stamp a 
real unity on the shifts in Kierkegaard 9 s thought vihich he finds in the course 
of the authorshipo 33 Yet •vhen seen as a counter argument to Bohlin 9 o 
divisive procedure~ then Lindstrom 9s plea on behalf of coherence and consistency 
in Kierkegaard' s thought is timely and valuableo 34 However~ r.1arie Thulstrup ~ 
who is a strong advocate of the coherent view of Kierkegaard 9 s thought~ goes 
so far as to accuse Lindstrom of jeopardising this unityo She wri tesg 
11 K.irekegaard' s pattern of thought is undeniabzy logical, although)) in my 
opinion it does not reach its dialectical conclusiono But it contains no 
unconscious shifting of ideas)) no distortion or perversiono If one does not 
want to accept Kierkegaard 9 s results, one must necessarily alter the premises11 o35 
She argues that the whole authorship is pervaded by Kierkegaard 0 s dialectic 
of imitation and so stands over against Lindstrom who sees the emphasis on 
imitation as characterising only the later writings and Journalso Lind.Btr'oin, 
it seems J) occupies a middle point between the piecemeal approach associated 
with Bohlin and a genuine totality viewo He ~ssumes a unified total view» 
aesthetic teaching of The Instanto Bohlin is surely right in suggesting 
that Lindstr'om has in fact identified a br~ak in Kierkegaard 9 s development 
which he tries to cover by the euphemistic use of the word "gli(Ling1 o 36 
Litidstr"oin ~ s error~ as shown by Marie Thulstrup, is that he fails to pull 
himself sufficiently far away from Bohlin 9 s position 1 thus leaving himself 
open to the charge that really J when the true sense of his arguments is 
ironed out, both men are in the same piecemeal campo Vfuat is lacking; in 
Lind strc)m 0 s work is the establmshment of a genuine» thorough=going unity to 
Kierkegaard 9s authorshipo 
So 9 when Lindstrom comes to deal with The Instant at the extremity of 
Ki.';3rl,ceg11ard 9 s thought.;» he reveals his doubts about the link between theSe 
·.,,_. 
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vieus and those cxp~essed earlier in the authorshipo For example)) although 
he has been a. strong supporter of' the Vie\7 that Kierkegaarcl 0 s a:uthorship 
generally manifests a positive attitude to Church end community life~ 
L~~dstroili finally concludes that this is not true of ~he last yearso He 
opposes the invocation of 10 the corrective19 as a fzoont behind which tkrere lies 
a thoroughly orthodox and positive geme~§.~~o 37 Furthermore)) he argues 
that the strong individualism and ascetic sundering from the community which 
Kierkegaard demands in .!_he Inst~ is not to be seen as a consequence of' an 
individualistic tendenqy permeating his whole authorshipo 38 Neither-is 
it indicative of a basic dualism between the spiritual and the materialo 
Rather~ this individualism and asceticism grows out of KierkegEtard 0 s changed 
view of Christian discipleshipo Lindstrom wants to defend Kierkegaard 
against Bohlin°s assertion that the authorship from the beginning is obsessed 
with the individual and has no place for inter=personal relationshipo But 
the solution Lindstrom proposes still does not take full account of The Instant 
which must thence suffer detachment from the rest of' the authorshipo Although 
their approaches are very different 9 in the end it seems that Lindstrom can 
echo Geismar 0 s comment regarding the relationship be tween the pseudonyms and 
. . 
the polemical attackg "the later Kierkegaard is not a consequence of them'' a 39 
But few writers have been more severe than: Paul Rubov1 in their condem= 
nation of' Kierkegaard 0 s attackll and he also looks upon it as the end point 
in a progressive deviation from an earlier position., 40 Rubow believes 
that Kierkegaard was subjected to a clash of' interestso He was torn 
between faith in authority (eogo his veneration for ~ster) and his need 
to criticise it (eo go Poul Martin Miller 0 s comment that Kierkee;;tard was 
"through and through polemical") o 41 Although this dichotomy was a fundamental 
personalit.Y characteristic according to Rubow, its consequences did not 
be gin to be felt until after 1 84 7 o From this point onwards an increasingly 
more n~gative approach to humanity and to the Church becomes apparent until 
Training in Christianity which Rubow despribes as a 11 non=Churchly'1 v7riting 
(Wdrlrelige}o This was followed by the more severe agitation of' For self= 
~xaro,:i.n:a,t~bef'ore Kirekegaard fell into a long period of' siJ..enceo R.ubov.r 
is unequivocal in h:i;s judgementg tlrJhat was left in his autl'lot,ship \7ere 
the d!'egsn o 42 He goes on to describe the n{\.ttacleb find.ing no redeeming 
features eitJ:"l...ar theological or literaryo I1e vJri tes g ~• Genuine t_houg]:lts 
are not found in the book:1 (ioeo The ln~~ and goes on to describe it 
as a poison not only against the Church but also literarilyo 
book appeared a.t about the same time as Po Go Lindhardt 0 s Kierlregaard 0 f! 
a.ngreb pa Folke_ld.rlrenp 43 and several reviewers have pointed to the 
extrema~ different viewpoints presented in these two workso Siren Holm 
observes that 11Whilst Lindhardt considers Kierkegaardas attack on official 
Christianity as 'a clear and logical consequence of the whole of his 
authorship 0 » Rubow thinks that his views underwent a change in the course 
of the years10 o 44 
Now~ as we pointed out earlier, these writers (SeeP Geismar» Lindstrom 
and possibly Rubow» although as Po VeX'ner Hansen puts itp "Rubow cannot be 
said to be congenial with Kierkegaa.rdn) are concerned to defend Kierke~d 
on the major points of his teachingo But to be able to do this th~ must 
first take account of those places where they are unable to follow himll and 
~th each of the cases examined so far it is the attack upon Christendom 
whicli proves tQ'be the -off'end1iig-liurd.Ieo ____ Yet-sirilply to state -di-sagl:'eement 
with Kierke~d at this point is not sufficiento It must be shown that 
these excesses are not a natural consequence of the main body of the author= 
ship~ otherwise the whole output m~ stand condemnedo The simple way out 
is to argue that really Kierkegaard need not have gone so far in his ass~ult; 
he has exaggerated the consequences of what is other\vise a time~ and valid 
appraisal of Christianity and Cbristendomo However» this solution does not 
help very mucho The question whether Kierkegaa.rd should have forced the 
issues as faX' as he did is a very different question from that which asks 
whether his premises could take him that faro On the issue of the attack 
as a logical consequence of Kierlre gaard' s whole Christian output Soe a.sksg 
13 If a man goes out to tl!e N/i(rregad~~ is it so log~q~l ~t. he end up in ~he 
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North Pole'?10 o 45 Now» if' the point at issue is whether a man should in 
fact go that far~ then Soe 0 s objection is valid; but he says nothing 
pertinent to the pr:'Oblem of whether the road actually does lead that faro 
Kierkega.ard 0 s attack upon Christendom cen be both an unjustifiable exa,gge:ration 
,~~ a natural consequence of his authorshipo So another way must be found 
of severing the cl Attack!1 from its antecedents in order to ncutralis~;; its 
embarrassment to Kierkegaard 0 s admirerso 
This wqy is the familiar uay of psychological» historical or biographical 
reductionismo Sbe identifies a number of factors influencing Kierkegaard 0 s 
attitudes and ultimately forcing him into an unwarranted and wholly unchristian 
attacko s·o·e takes the reference Kierkegaard himself makes to the sudden 
change vJhich came over him in 1 855 » 46 and asserts that one need n()t be 
psychologically expert to hear in this evidence of a sigh of release = now 
the forces vci.thin his mind could get on with their tasko If only Kierke ga.ard 
had been aware of the origin of these forces~ S'oe himself argues that 
Ki.erkegaard underwent what is a fairly common psychological developmento 
He became clear that to fulfil his destiny he had to release Regina.o 
Consequentzy » he became bitter regarding sexual matters and late in life he 
took it out on the marriage state and the act of procreationo We shall not 
attempt to evaluate See's diagnosiso For our purposes at the moment 1t is 
merely necessary to note this echo from psychological studies of earlier 
year so According to Soe j) the attack on the priests and their income is 
rooted in Kierkegaard' s own financial embarrassmento In his case the 
extolling of material renunciation increases in direct proportion to the 
onset of his own financial discomforto Furthermore~ s·oe suggests that 
Kierkega.ard' s aggression in the last years might also be attributed to his 
env,y of Martenseno 47 
As we have seen 9 Geismar looks to foreign influences j) especially 
Schopenha.uer as being instrumental in sending Kierkegaard over into the 
ab,yss of gross exaggeration and negativi~o 
Sponheim, in speaking of the ascendancy of the diastatic r~thm in 
readers have understandab~ been in ~uest of bio~aphical material which 
might at least .have served as stimulus or. occasion" 48 He {!Pes ong 10 The 
best candidate sUI'ely seems to be the C_orsaiz: incident of 'i 845<=I:B0 o 
Lindstrom certainly attributes a gpod deal of influence to this incident 
in ana.zysing the ways in which Kierkega.ard 9 s authorship changed. towards 
the latter part of his lifeo Thus~ he claims that the P.oR_s~~ experience 
made it clear to Kierkegaard that the Christian must suffer = a good work is 
considered by common judgement to be an exaggerration or madnesso ConsequentJ,y 
those views about Christ 0 s suffering which had been with Kierkegaard since 
his youth are reinforcedo 49 Elsewhere Lindstrom asserts that the Co!:§p.ir 
affair brought home to Kierkegaard the fact that the Christian must take up 
his cross and collide with the worldo The whole question of 11 hidden 
inwardness11 is now thrown into the meltmg poto50 Then, in his discussion 
of den Enkelte as a central cate·gory for Kierkegaardl> Lindstrom attributes 
to the Corsair incident a decisive influence in the direction of strengthening 
Kierkega.ard in his antagonism towards the "masses", the ''many'9 and the 11 public11 
which characterise 91 the present age11 o 51 In other ~rds ll in relation to the 
important issues which Lindstrom identifies in Kierke gaard 0 s authorship ll the 
Cc:>~sa:Lr affair is considered to have been decisive in its influenceo Nowp 
although Lindstrom refrains from suggesting that this influence is sufficiently 
strong as to be determinative for the movements in Kierkegaardvs authorship 
(in fact he insists that such views as the Corsair incident provoked were in 
fact with Kierkega.ard long before this time) l> nonetheless Lindstrom keeps 
his options wide open in respect of a biographical causal explanation for 
the deviations of the last yearso 
Such appeals to bio~aphical and psychological factors obvious~ recall 
the early work of Helweg and Heiberg and the dangers which we saw to be 
implicit in their procedure are also relevant. to these more recent studieso 
The intention is perfectly honourable but it is arguable that the implications 
of such a use of sources external to the writings themselves~ pose a threat 
i7 
to the correct assimilation of Kierkegaard 0s messageo Pierre Mesnard is 
strong in his support of the psychologicaJ. approach to Kierkegs.ard 0 s 
authorship and praises the nork of ea.E"lier scholars along such lineso His 
vicn is that such an approach implies no 10)ll~ment pe~ora~if sur la valeur 
~une____:Qensee___g_u.i n ° ~am~~s v~ci~" o 52 Theoretically v of course.!) ~jesnard 
is correcto It does not follow that~ because a cycle of thought can be 
shown to have its causal origins in the biograp~ or psychology of the 
thinker concerned tha. t therefore the value of such thought is annulledo 
Hovrever ~ in practice» when one is confronted with disagreeable proposi tiona 
from the pen of one who is in a.ll other respects to be admix'ed» then the 
temptation to offer him the alibi of an external influence leading him 
astray becomes very strongo Again 9 this may not be entirely misgu.idedo 
It could ba true that a work is attributable entire~ and exclusive~ to 
the interplay of forces beyond the control of the writero However P simpl,y 
because Kierkegaa.rd's authorship is of a special kind» explanatory theories 
of the type described must be viewed with the greatest cautiono The student 
of Kierkegaard 1 s oorks must always have it in mind that the means of 
appropriating the contents of his message is at least as important as the 
message itself o Kenneth Hamilton writes: 10 I think Kierkegaard' s words 
about the- 0what' of Christianity being given in the 0how 1 .appzy by analogy 
to his authorship also11 o 53 So Kierkegaard's "Attack upon Christendom11 
is not simpl,y a statement of strongl,y held opinionso It is also a. factor 
in the process of communicating a fundamental Christian trutho Failure to 
take account of this communication process Dill inevitab~ result in failure 
to do justice to Kierkegaard 0 s message a Ultimately Kierkegaard remains 
unharmed by learned criticism of his works and their contentso Unless 
the scholar enters fully into the passionate intensity of Kierkegaard 0 s 
dialectics than he will not really be dealing with Kierkegaard at allo 54 
Now» to say that Kierkegaard lays so much stress on his method of 
communication is not tantamount to,. seying that his Christianity has no 
objective contento Diem~ although providing a useful corrective to one 
extreme position may have landed himself in the opposite oneo Sponhei.m 
\'Jritesg 
lli[Je detect in Diem o o o a strained effort both to stress Ki€:0C'kegaru;,d 9 s 
use of the Socratic dialectic and to liberate God from the reproach of' 
a delimiting descriptiono The effort could onJ~ be successful if one 
could not only excise l<ierlregaardas references to an objective content 
to tho Christian possible 9 but also shorl tha. t the employment of the 
Socratic method carried v1ith it no substantive implications" o 55 
A famous passage from the Boc:>k al:!out Adler bears out Sponheirn 9 s pointg 
11 Christianity exists before any Christian exists l) it must exist 
in order that one may become a Christianl) it contains the determinant 
by which one may test 11hether one has become a Christianl) it maintains 
its objective subsistence apart from all believersll while at the same 
time it is in the inwardness of the believero In short$ here there is 
no identi~ between the subjective and the objective~o 56 
Kierkegaa.rd is not just "seying0 o He is saying 10 something'1 l) but this 
11 something'0 cannot be tackled in the same wa:y as any other collection of 
cognitive propositionsg simplY because~ it is said is so inextricab~ 
a part of what is saido Diem and Holmer must be given the credit for 
reasserting this pointe 
In protesting against the method of those scholars who appeal to 
objective influences as determinative for Kierkegaard 9 s thought ll we are not 
thereby protesting against any use whatsoever of historical.~~ biographical or 
literary tools of researcho Rather.~~ we object to the abuse of such toolso 
They are being used to justify the selection of material in support of a. 
purely subjective value judgemento If the dialectical school of Kierkegaard 
interpretation is wrong in its over-emphasis on the exclusive value of subjective 
appropriation of Kierke gaard' s teaching, then those interpreters are also at 
fault whose study of the works is dominated by a concern to reinforce their 
own predetermined attitudeso Neils Thulstrup declares: "As a. gains t this 
it must be insisted that the method of research and the attitude adopted ~ 
in so far as it is o~ a. question of interpretation and not of assessment = 
should be adjusted to suit the given object of research and not vice ~rs~'o 57 
Interpretation must precede assessment and must be subservient to ito 
So the role of historical and systematic research is to make clear to 
the researcher himself and to modern readers in general~ the nature of the 
ll possibles" presented by Kierkegaard 0 s authorshipo But there must be no 
stopping short at this pointo In the sa.ma essay Thulstrup VJri te s g 11 The 
uorks are central~ and the problem or task is the same for the ordinary 
readeX' as for the specialist and research scholar~ namely;l) to proceed from 
an understanding of each detail to an understanding of' the whole~ and egain 
from each uo:rk to the author~ s uhole achievement" o 58 The need to gr'asp 
the wholeness of Kierkegaard 0 s authorship is a vital one and if it is not 
met then um-mrranted ~d subjective selectivity such as re have seen 
happening in respect of the nAttack upon Cbristendom'n P is bound. to resulto 
To become engaged in Kierkegaard 0 s message is only possible when t:b.e 
authorship conveying that message is appreciated as a unity of theme D and 
purposeo So~ by understanding the tlpossiblesn presented by Kierkegaard 
and by responding in the decisive and passionate manner appropriate to his 
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means of communicating these "possibles" we can get to the heart of Kierkegaard 0 s 
teaching» which is ultimately not a subjective projection of our own selves» 
but rather 10 the truth proclaimed in the New Testament witness to Jesus Cbristtt o 59 
Thus we can conclude this section by saying that efforts to contextualise 
Kierkegaard 0 s''l!\tta.clel must take account not only of the historical and 
philosophical context, but also of the context provided by the whole authorshipo 
In fact this latter context is the most important because it brings the 
·~ttack"within the ambit of Kierkegaard 0s carefully controlled dialectical 
communication of Christian trutho The historical context serves only to 
clari~ the poles of this dialectico Our conclusions obviously imply a 
certain presupposition with respect to the unity of Kierkegaard 0s authorship» 
and it is to this vexed problem that we now turno 
Some years ago Eo Do K.lemke wrote that 10 Kierkegaard 0 s writings lend 
themselves rather readily to misinterpretatiorr' o 60 The reasons he offered 
for this were largely based on literary considerations ioeo the use of 
pseudonyms» the special meanings attached to words which have other connotations 9 
the abstract terminology in some passages» the mingling of jest and seriousness 
etco Certainly these factors take their toll of clarity~ but the threat to 
?.0 
misunderstanding presents itself at an ev<m more fundamental leve_lo 
Arbaugh and Arbaut;h askg >lis it possible to e:nquix'e for the single meaning 
of a man who had such an astonishing nw:nber of highly coloured mea:ni:ngs?10 6-j 
It seems that difficulties reach ri@;lt into the depths of KiGrk..egaard 0 s 
philosophical expressiono However» this has not prevented scholars 
preferring theix- theox-ies as to VJhat ultimately Kierkegaax-d 0 s authorship 
is all e.bouto So Arbaugh and Arbaugh themselves declare that 11 His one 
pex-vading meaning is found in his existence as a Cbristi~o This concex-n is 
the magnetic centX'e around which all otheX' aspects of his thought» life» 
bitter controversyll and work revolve» by which they are held in position.~~ 
and :from which they derive their final irnportance99 o 62 Reidar Thomte 
suggests that coHis whole literar,y productivit,y had as its total idea the 
problem of becoming a Christian in Christendom10 9 63 whilst George Price 
believes that in his book "enough bas been given for us to see how 
completezy (the concept of man) dominated all his thought" o 64 Lindstrom 
contends that the foundation of Kier ke ga.a.rd 8 s thought is n the ine scapabili ty 
65 
of' the relation to God"; Per Unning identifies the centrality of the 
66 
concept of 11 contemporar.3ity11 and Villads Christensen points the kernel of 
Kierkegaa.rd' s thought in terms of sin and penanceo 67 
The obvious question to be asked here isg why does the attempt to 
define Kierkega.a.rd 1 s central meaning re.sult in such a variety of conclusions? 
Surely the answer is tha. t Kierkegaard 0 s authorship is patient of all these 
interpretations 11 and many more besideso Each of the books we have mentioned 
succeeds in throwing light upon yet another K:ierkega.a.rdian theme which so 
penetrates the authorship that it assumes the proportions of M Kierkega.ardian 
68 
themeo One response to such a diversity of themes might be to argue that 
the authorship is characterised by disunit,y and for the purposes of interpretation~ 
must be divided up into self=contained unrelated unitso Such is the piecemeal 
approach of Torsten Bohlino He observes two trends of thought in Kierke~d 0 s 
authorship~ which» he believes 11 should be sharply distin€}lishedo VThilst 
one of these trends represents Kierlregaard 0 s own experiences» the other is 
only an ~tificial cons~uction intended simp~ as a weapon to defeat his 
speculative opponentso This second trend is in fact unrelated to his 
rea], understanding of Christiani tyo Consequent~ ~vo major Christian 
concepts = sin and faith = are each treated in two separate uayso Brief 
summaries of Bohlin ° s r1ork are alx'eady available in English and there is 
. 69 
no need to duplicate themo HorJeve:~;~ 11 one quotation vdll suffice to 
show where Bohlin°s procedure finally leads himg 
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"Thus the analysis of the fundamental determination of faith in 
Kie:rlrega.BZ'd ends in the I'esult that it is two altogether diff'erent 
conceptions of faith that clash~ one of which is theoretically determined 
while the other is in a special sense christocentrically determined» 
the · :_ former of which belongs to the personally religious line of 
ex];erience P while tha other goes back to a marked view of the special 
nature of Christianity as opposed to other theological trends10 o 70 
Thus Bohlin sees fit to place certain works as representing one trend 
(The Concept of DreG£! and The Siclmess unto Death) whilst Philoso_:ehical 
Fragments and Postscri~ represent the othero So the clear distinction 
is drawn betcreen the 10 paradox line10 and the 10 religious experience line'' o 7"1 
Those who criticise Bohlinj) do so mainly on the grounds that his 
analysis fails to take account of the cohesion which is seen to characterise 
Sponhe:i.mp for example» complains that Bohlin 
11 does not seem alert to the highly complex interpaJ.etration of the rhythms" ; 72 
whilst we have-already noted Lindstrom 0s assumption in favour of a general 
view under~ing seemin~ opposed tendencies in the authorshipo 73 Jo Heywood 
Thomas has well summarised the argument against Bohlin 1 s work when he writesg 
10 It ignores the coherence and consistency of Kierkegaa.rd 1 s thought)) denying 
its real, if complex unit,t'o 74 
Gregor Malantschuk acknowledges that Bohlin was the first to note 
that The Concept of DreaJ! and Philosophical Frawents proceeded from 
different points of departure 2 11 but since he did not discover the 
dialectical reasons for this P he thought that the incongruity of the two 
books was due to an error in Kierkegaard 1 s thinkin~1 o 75 
So» when faced with the ka.leidescopic thematic diversity of Kierkegaard's 
authorship!> we must either resort to a kind of neat compartmentalisation 
proc0ss or else establish a bond o£ continui~ sufficiently s~ong a3 to 
encompass the whole authorship and thus endow it mtb a genuine unityo But 
the que:1t for such a unifying principle will not be easy» and that for a 
number of reasonso 
It is immediately obvious in even the most cursory reading of Kierkegpard 
that his authorship is tota~ unlike that of the more ~pical do§matic 
theologiano The dialectical presentation of his thought militates from 
the start against attempts to directly assimilate his meaningo In 
!_he Point of View for my work as an Author Kierkega.a.rd admits the deceptive 
character of his aesthetic works and has to underline the religious disposition 
of their author in order to avoid misunderstandingo Paul Sponheim has to 
devote over forty pages of his book to explaining 10 The sense of a systematic 
study' carefull,y pointing out that his interest in the systematic tendencies 
in Kierkegaard's thought 11 does not deny that these tendencies are often 
near~ completel,y hidden under details in an authorship marked by an almost 
excessive rhetorical brilliance and a stron~ situationist sighting of 
the enemy under attac~0 o 76 Clearly 11 any unity to Kierkegaard 1 s authorship 
will not be of a superficial nature o 77 
The situation is not helped by what we know of Kier ke gaa;rd 0 s own plans 
regarding the publication- of his -worko From the title, and from his 
Journal 78 it is clear to us that he had it in his mind to conclude his 
authorship with the Concluding unscientific Postscripto Then he would take 
a country parish and settle do>vn to the ordained ministr,yo But, of course 9 
this was not to be, and although The Point of View offers explanations for 
his change of strategy the threat this poses to the unity and continuity 
of his work cannot be dispelledo 
Amongst other factors militating against the recognition of an obvious 
unity in Kierkegaard's authorship.P his use of pseudonyms and indirect 
communication must figure prominent~o K:ierkegaard' s own explanations of 
his relationship to the pseudonyms on~ complicate matters for~ whilst on 
the one hand he refers to them quite objectively as though they were real 
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-19 persons v and mwns the reader never to attri.b1.4ie a:ny of their views to him; 
on the other hand ho seys that the pseudonymous v1rorks are a necessary part 
of the authorship~ intimately related to the religious vmrks ~ and that both 
should be read togethero He also says that ha h:i.tnself 111as deeply involved 
in the pseudonymous \'10rks » that he came to terms m th the aesthetic by means 
of themj and tho.t he was only a.llowcd to indulge in them by a special act 
of providenoeo 80 Lars Bejerholm 0 s study of Kierkega.ard 1 s use of pseudonyms 
has revealed that such explanations should be interpreted more as afterthoughts 
than factual analyseso ~ The real reasons for pseudonymi~ are seen to be 
far·more dependent upon the prevailing practice of Kierkegaard 1 s "post-Romantic 
milieu11 than his appeals to 11 Providence11 seems to suggesto Not surprisingly 
Be jer holm makes much of Kier ke gaard 0 s own confess ion that his explanation 
82 in The Point 2f_~ie_w admits 11a little too much in the direction of consciousness~ 
Arbaugh and Arbaugh also point out that while» as Kierkegaard says~ the 
aesthetic literature indirectly served central religious purposes, it also 
served personal aims such as reconciliation with Regina and a legitimate 
aesthetic endo They condludeg 11 In view of this, it appears that even 
though Kierkegaard 1 s explanation of his religious purpose is undoubtedly 
correct, in a measure it represents an over-simplification of his motive~'o 83 
NoW, a detailed assessment of Bejerholm 1 s view lies beyoncl the scope 
of this present study. Suf'fice it to sayr, with Sponheim, that "Bejerholm 
is perhaps less persuasive in handling those points where The Point of V:iew 0 s 
explanation does seem to fit the facts - as, seyv Kierkegaard's practice of 
publishing simultaneously pseudonymous works and edifying discourses in his 
own name" o 84 For our present purposes, the main lesson to be learnt from 
Bejerholm is that Kierkegaard 1 s use of pseudonyms, and his apologia for such 
usage» is by no means as simple as might at first appearo The extremely 
devious nature of these literar,y practices obviously presents an obstacle 
to the quest for coherence and unity in the authorship. 85 
A similar judgement mey be made in respect of Kierkegaard 0 s use of 
indirect communicationo 86 Aage.Henriksen shows how confusion is caused 
by Kierkegeard 1 s usc of two forms of indirect cori1J11unico,tionv each 
corresponding to a particular kind of religious tactics~ 
10 In his production up to and including Qn_s_qi~nti.,:t:_ic Po,1Lts"q~iJt~ 
indirect communication is contrasted with He~lian direct communication 
and objective lmonled:ge J) the method being that the narrator~ after 
producing his testimony destroys himself and leaves the reader deserted 
with a statement in v1hich quaJ.itative contrasts clasho The reader 
can only save himself from tha dilemma by a parsonal recognition and 
solution of the problemso In The Point of ViewJ) t:tre indirec·t 
statement is contrasted with the--direct-preaching~ which would lead 
th.3 hearer to the truth by persuasiono It is interpreted as a method 
of inveigling him into the truth» by the teacher 0 s pretending to be 
in the pupil's situation (delusion) and thus achieving personal contact; 
thereafter he slOVlly uncovers the truth~ SO that the--learner~ absorbed 
in his interestJ) with the speed of abandonment~ is made to run right 
into the most decisive precepts of' the religious11 o 87 
88 Kierkegaard himself deals with this apparent contradiction in his JournalJ) 
suggesting that both interpretations are equall,y true because 
i) when he m:ote Postsc~ he had not yet understood himself in the 
definitive thought for the whole production~ 
2) that even his writings about his activity as an author are somewhat maieutic and 
3) that he now understands the whole in such a way J) that he himself by no 
means has so surveyed the whole from the beginningo That is J) tlre ide.a 
of the authorship only became clear in retrospecto 89 
As with the pseudonyms» so with the use of indirect communication, 
it_i_~ __ Qlear that_ ~~.r..ke_~_9. 1 s practice_i~ ff¥' f~Qrn being amb:i.guo_uso Yet 
we have already intimated our concern to relate Kierkegaard's authorship 
ver.y close~ to his method of communication, so any such ambiguity must 
jeapordise a unified view of that authorshipo 
So if unity is to be ascribed to the Kierkegaardian li wrature then 
it must be a unit.y able to overcome these difficultieso But such devices 
as pseudonymit.y and indirect communication are so central to Kierkegaard 0s 
peculiar @enius as an author that a principle of uni~ would need to reflect 
and explain the necessit.y for the use of such deviceso In other v10rds » were 
we able to establish a particular theme as giving unity to Kierkegaard 9 s 
authorship 9 then the subject of that theme must be seen to inform and be 
informed by ll Kierkegaard 1 s method of communicationo If we propose a 
unifying theme which does not positively DEMAND the use of' unsystematic and 
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condemned as ludicrous~ circuitouso Now 9 is there a basic theme which 
cquld~_~q~ be communicated in a direct uay and which therefore justifies 
Kierlrogaard 1 s maieutic? ,Postscri11_~ goes a. long wa;y towards providing 
us uith an ansrJero Under the headingg 10 The subjective Existing Thinker 
has Regard to the Dialec·tics of the Process of Communication'Q ~ 90 Kierke ga.ard 
writesg 
"While objective thought is indifferent to the thinldng subject 
and his existence~ the subjective thinker is as an existing individual 
essential~ interested in his own thinking~ existing as he does irl his 
thoughto His thinking has therefore a differen~ type of refi.ection 9 
name~ tha reflection of inwardness, of possession, by virtue of which 
it belongs to the thinking subject and to no one elseo While objective 
tl:lought translates everything into results» and helps all manld..nd to 
cheat, by coP,Ying these off and reciting them by rote~ subjective 
thought puts everything in process and omits the result; partly 
because this belongs to him who has the way~ and partly because· as an 
existing individual he is constantly in process of coming to bel> which 
holds true of every human being who has not permitted himself to be 
deceived into becoming objective ooo The difference between subjective 
and objective thinking must express itself also in the form of the 
communication sui table to each" o 91 
Kierkegaard goes on to assert that the mode of communication appropriate 
to objective thinking is the direct approacho The reason for this is that 
"objective thinking is wholly indifferent to subjectivity and hence also to 
inwardness and appropriation" o 92 The clear inference is that subjective 
thinking alone necessitates the use of indirect communicationg 
"Wherever the subjective is of importance in knowledge, and 
where appropriation thus constitutes the crux of the matter, the 
process of communication is a work of artl> and daub~ reflectedo 
Its very first form is precisely the subtle principle that the 
persoll{lli ties must be held devoutly apart from one another 11 and 
not permitted to fuse or coagulate into objectivityo It is at 
this point that objectivity and subjec_tivity part from one another" o 93 
Thus it is clear that but one theme demands the form of communication 
which characterises Kier ke gaard 1 s author ship~ and that is the theme of' 
subjectivityo This is in accord with Jo Heywood Thomas 0 s assertion 
that "there is a unity in the whole production due to the fact that the whole 
of his work is the development of certain themes v the most fundamental of 
which we would sa;y is the Principle of Subjectivitr o 94 The importance 
of this statement is that whilst it recognises that Kierkega.ard 0 s authorship 
pursu(;;s several themes P still it is the theme of subjectivity which is 
11 fu.ndamental11 o It is the principle upon which Kierlregaard 0 s whole tVCFk 
as an author is based and it is tha theme from r~hich all other themes take 
theiz' rei.'erenC0o So DX'o Heywood Thom~s lays great emphasis on the paz'adox 
theme in Kierlrega.aTd 9 yet he quotes Lindstrom in support of the view that 
the truth objective~ determined as a paradox is the ~~terR~ thesis 
to the principle that 11 subjectivit.y is the truth~o Furthermore~ the 
dependence of major theological themes upon the basic principle of subjectivi~ 
is shown when Dro Heywood Thomas writesg ~0 Since the path of faith is that 
of subjectivity and inwardness.~> \'le would expect Kierkegaa.rd to correlate 
the assertion of God g s e2cis tence with sub jecti vi tyn o 95 Kierkegaard 0 s 
complaint against the Docents is precisely that they failed to make such 
a correlation between their teaching and the demands of Christian inwardnesso 
Their reflection is objective and so 11 the truth becomes an object, something 
objective~ and ooo thought must be pointed away from the subjecto For a 
subjective reflection the truth becomes a matter of appropriation, of 
inwardness, of subjectivity, and thought must probe more and more deep~ 
into the subject and his subjectivityto" 96 There is no room for the Professor 
who carries his traditional absentmindedness to the point of forgetting 
himself~ 97- For Kierll:egaar-d, onzy an appropriation process characterised-
by passionate inwardness can begin to {g:'asp t.he truth of Christianityo 98 
Gregor Mala.ntschuk0 s penetrating study of the relationship b.etween 
dialectic and existence in Kierkegaard 0 s thought establishes the subjective _ · 
actuality of the individual as the ultimate goal of the authorshipo So he 
writesg 
11 In the application of the method of indirect argum~nt to various 
philosophical systems, Kierkega.ard concentrates exclusively on a. 
sweeping criticism of Hegel and does not go into the other systems 
more deeply because his primary concern is a. thOrough penetration 
of the problem dealing With subjective a.ctua.lityo 100 · 
Consequently all Kierkegaa.rd g s work in non=religious spheres~ which is 
discussed at length in the open~g section of Malantschuk 0 s book9 is 
related by Kierke.gaard -to subjective actualityo · Thusg 
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tlThe objacti"l!e truths and points of view do not become meaningf'ul 
and significant for Kier!regaard until they illum:in.a.te actuality~ his 
central concerng the a.ctue.lity of the subject'' o 1 Oi 
For Malantschuku s purposes the indovidual works must be seen always in 
example~ I'ila.lantschuk maintains that~ in reading L~ C9nce-"Qt of IrQ.l;!Y 11 one 
gets the definite impression that Kierkegaard ~1ants to sho~-.r that he lms 
completely mastered the working procedures of the objective disciplines 
before tackling the more difficult tasks confronting him in. his increasing 
concentration upon subjective actuality10 o 102 Furthermore l1 "K:ierkegaara 
places so much emphasis on the establishment of the stages because the 
standpoint of the stages lends itself to determining the periods in the 
development of sub je cti ve actuality" o 103 Then l1 after discussing 
V~lius Haufniensis 0 special interest in describing subjective anxiety 
in The Concept of Dread Mala.ntschuk declares that this 11 is consistent with 
Kierkegaa.rd 0 s p!'evailing tendency to concentrate on subjective actuality10 o 104 
These quotations should be enough to show the centrality of the 
subjectivity theme in Ualantschuk 0 s view of Kiorkegaard 1 s authorshipo 
However 8 his final paragraph puts the issue beyond doubto Having already 
deduced 10 that basic to (Kierkegaard 0s) view of the relation subjective= 
. objective is a d~stinction betweeri ~he qUantative dialectic arid thS- qualitative 
dialectic with which he operates in Concluding Unscientific Postscript 8 105 
Malantschuk concludes g 10 In ID\Y account of the relation be tween dialectic 
and existence in Kierkegaard.~~ the first portion is a consideration of the 
period prior to Kierlregaard 's preparations for attacking the Church; in 
this earlier period the qualitative dialectic is central.~~ and it is this 
dialectic that has been ID\Y concern; it is also the nerve in Kierkegaa.rd 1 s 
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whole authorship'0 o 
So.~~ underlying the whole of Kierkegaard 0 s authorship is an endeavour 
in the direction of promoting Christian inwardnesso But in the Journal 
notes to Postscript Kierkegaard makes it clear that having said so much 8 
yet we must still sa:y moreo He writesg 11 If anyone were to give an account 
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of Hegel and say that he rep!'esents thinking)) we t'Jou.ld have the right to 
ansvrerg well.s> that says nothing at allo I must have a better idea of 
l;'!hich thoughts he repx'esentso So also fJith inwardnesso To say he 
represents it is to make a fool of oneself 9 and the one under revieu 9 for 
loquere ut vide~ applies here and I have to have an idea of ho~ he represents 
·~11 107 l.~.t 0 So ~ must have some idea of how Kierkegaax>d represents inwardxwss 
and this brings us back inevitably to his method of communicationo We 
appealed to Kierkegaard 0s method of communication in order to establish 
the decisive role of the subjectivity t.hemell and now rre return to discuss 
hmv this theme controls Kierkegaard' s method of communicationo Kierkegaard 
himself is explicit as to the on~ form of communication appropriate to 
subjective Christian existenceg 
11 Existential reality is incommunicable., and the subjective thinker 
finds his reality in his own ethical existence., When reality is 
apprehended by an outsider~ it can be understood only as possibilityo 
Everyone who makes a communication in so far as he becomes conscious 
of this fact.s> will therefore be careful to give his existential 
communication the form of a possibility j) precisely in order that 
it may have a relationship to existenceo A communication in the form 
of a possibility compels the recipient to face the problem of existing 
in it 0 0 0" 0 1 08 
From this passage it is clear that for Kierkegaard there is a form of 
communication which alone is valid for the communication of inwardnesso 
Furthermore~ this form of communication is derived directly from the very 
nature of Christian truth as subjectivityo The subjective thinker can 
only find his reality in his own ethical existence , and since existential 
reality is incommunicable~ o~ an indirect form of communication can be 
used to engage another in the truth of Cbristianityo Thusp the recipient 
is confronted by a choice between two possibilities 9 and by choosing one 
of them he becomes genuinely engagedo 
Therefore j by wey of summary P we can say that the central theme of 
Kierlregaard n s authorship)) ioeo that subjectivity is truth 1 automatically 
demands a method of indirect communication based on the presentation of 
possibilities to which the receiver 0 s response must be the making of a 
decisive choiceo In Paul Holmer~s wordsg 11 ooothe principle kind of 
u.nderstaniling uhich Kierkegaard ~ s t'JX"itings demand = and this in v:!xtue of 
thair nature and what they concern = is every reader 0 s encounter with these 
possibilities" o 109 
So when consid0riJ.I.g Kierkega.ard 0 s views on any as pact of Christian 
teaching)) whether it be with regard to the existence of God 110 or the 
natmoe and :function of the Churchll111 t"le shall alweys need to have in 
mind their place vdthin the overall context of' his project towards Christian 
inwardness a Furthermore, as an inevitable consequence of the ve~ nature 
of this project$ we must a.lweys be on uatoh for ·the characteristic tendencies 
tJhich must influence our subjact matter as a result of the demands of 
indirect communicationo Kierkega.ard 0 s view of the Churchl> for example» is 
to be seen as informing$ and being informed by the principle of subjectivity$ 
whilst the indirectness which muct characterise the communication appropriate 
to this principle will leave its mark on the presentation of his ecclesiologyo 
Now l) we have already quoted scholars to the effect that tlw unity of 
Kierkegaard~s authorship is a complex unityo 112 We suggest that this 
complexity is a direct consequence of his attempt to adhere to an authentic 
mode of communicating the unifying themeo The polemical nature of 
Kierkegaard 0 s advocacy of inwardness is determined by the need to dispel 
the illusions which passed for truth in contemporary societyo In The Point 
of View Kierkegaa.rd devotes several pages to the proposition 11 That Christendom 
is a prodigious illusion10 113 and this is a theme to which he regularly 
returns = even so late as the final numbers of The Instanto 114 Reymond Eo 
Anderson has spelt out the nature of the illusion which a communicator must 
dispel if he is to succeed in the ethico-religious sphere g 
"Although there are as many forms of ethical and religious illusions 
as there are modes of behaviour which superficially seem to be genuinely 
ethical or religious 9 a threefold classification of these illusions is 
possible = the poetic$ the practical 9 and the speculativeo In each of 
these types the individual confuses subjectivity with the more apparent 
correlatesg in the poetic with moods and feelings; in the practical 
with respectability and practical accomplishment; and in the speculative 
with reading~ thinking~ and talking about ethical and religious matters19 o 115 
Anderson goes on to assert thatg 11 Such misconceptions~ of course$ are subtle 
~~ stubborn = so formidable that the task of d~spalling ethico=religious 
illusions requires an entirely new 0military science 010 o A quotation from 
The Po_int of Vic;u gives details of' this strategvg 
0 The gist of it all can be expressed in 91!..? ~;JorcJ.g the method 
must be inclirecto But the development of th:is method mey require 
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the labour of years ll alert attention every hour of' the clay~ daily 
practice of the scalesp or patient finger=eJrercise in the dialecticalll 
not to spei!U!: of a never slumbering fear and trembling o o o All the old 
military scienceS> all the apologetic and whatever goes with itll 
serves rather = candidly speaking = to betray the cause of Christiani~o 
At every instant and at every point the tactics must be adapted to a 
fight uhich is waged against a conceit» an illusion" o 116 
So tactics and strategy are vital to the process of dispelling the illusions 
which conceal the subjective truth of Christianity = and such strategy must 
be varied to meet changing circumstanceso Here may be found a clue to the 
divisions in Kierkegaard 0s authorshipo 
tinning believes that "the more one handles the material in chronological 
order~ so that much greater become the chances of becoming aware of eventual 
developments and 1 glidings 1 11 11 7 whilst Joh!nnes S]jk maintains that 
10 ( Kierke gaard 1 s) concepts do not mean quite the same in all his works .s> not 
only because these works are written by different pseudonyms, but also because 
Kierkegaard quite simpzy bit by bit changed his views" o118 Now.s> the question 
at issue is whether Kierkegaard really did change his views at points where 
it really mattered» or was it his tactics which were adpated in the service 
of a fundamental viewpoint which remained unchangedo 
Before considering this qtWstion further~ we must look briefly at the 
major point of division in Kierkegaard 0s authorshipo 
Generally speaking 1 scholars who have attempted to analyse the structure 
of Kierkegaard 0s authorship, have tended to follow his own account in 
The Point of Viewo Here Kierkegaard sees the aesthetic works and Postscript 
as representing two ways in which a person may become a Christian ( vizg !£!!!£!:, 
from the aest.hetical and away from speculation) o Then the "religious" 
writings stand alone» representing the overall pr;>int of viewo 119 This 
division between the pseudoxzyms and the edifYing wri1ings before 1846 is 
basicalzy the same as that between the pseudonyms and the 11 direct11 communications 
afte~ that dateo So P~~t~~I~2£ is seen as the conclusion of one half of 
the authorship, with the events of '1 84.7=8 decisively determining the 
significantly different character of the second halfo The authorship is 
seen to underg-o a remarkable change v rli'i!;h the religious uritings which 
played an appar-ently secondary role in the early years non setting tb 
pattern for tvha.t was to followo 
The nature of this division has been various],y describedo Niels 
Thulstrup puts the matter this way~ 11 Whilst the main point in the first 
half of the authorship was to explain how the individual man becomes a 
Christian» the main point of the final period is to show how a man lives 
as a Christian11 o '1 20 Vo Lindstr'6m writesg "Kierkegaard 0 s authorship revolves 
around two majoX' thought complexes = the question about the stages of human 
life and the question about the imitation of Christo In the first case 
the task has been to show how one becomes a Christian, in the second case 
how one j& a Christian" o '1 21 Per Wagndal argues that» whilst in the first 
part of the authorship Kierlm ga.a.rd \'las concerned with establishing the 
Christian way of life over against the aesthetic w~ of life, in the second 
part his concern is to aet true Christianity over against aesthetic Christianityo122 
Behind each of these assessments lies the implicit judgement that a chan~ 
of strategy has exercised a profound inf'luence on K.ierkega.a.rd 0 s authorshipo 
The nature of his audience has somehow changed and so there must be a 
consequent adjustment made to the means of communicationo No basic change 
is to be made in the content of the message» which is still oriented towa.x-ds 
the restitution of Christie.n subjectivityo Whilst initially Kierkegaard 
was concerned with the aesthete and the ethicist» who made no pretention of 
being Christian» at the end his chief aim becomes the introduction of 
Christianity into Christendomo (We emphasise that this now becomes his 
chi_ef aimo We ma,y assume that from his youth this 11 illusion11 of Christendom 
had never been lost on Kierlmgaard 123 but in the final years the destruction 
of these illusions becomes the primary task 1 24) o Hitherto the inwardness 
of Christianity had been communicated uith reference to the respective 
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values of aesthetics and speculationo After the dialectical adventures 
of Ei_th~~=Oz: the essential message comes through 10 only the truth which 
edifies is truth for you'0 125 o o o Like-rd.se the central theme of }?ostscrjJll 
t7hich is a thoroughgoing critique of Hegolian ideas is clea.zo enoughg 
Subjectivity is Trutho Here Christianity 11 with its emphasis on the quality 
of human ezistence as determined by passion and inwardness 11 is introduced 
into spheres of existence which)/ for all their intrinsic value p ultimately 
issue in despairo The illusions of non=Cbristianity 126 uhich can be 
described in terms of aesthetics and ethics» are countered by the theology 
of the stages culminating in the summary definition of truth as~ 11 An 
objective uncertainty held fast in an appropriation = ~ocess of the most 
passionate inwa.l'dness" o This objective uncertaint,y finds theological 
expression in terms of the paradoxic~ of the God=Mano But this theology 
also holds important consequences for Chx'istendom» if it is understood and 
acceptedo For then the objective norms of Christianity» such as the Bible 11 
the Church and the Church 0 s history will automatically assume their correct 
ioeo their relatively subordinate place in the perspective of the existing 
Christian individualo 127 Kierkegaard insists that the truth as defined 
above is "the highest truth attainable for an existing individual» 128 and 
so it follows that acceptance of this definition implies the rejection of 
objective norms as absolute determinants of Christian trutho This would 
not involve their total abolition (no more than tha exaltation of the 
religious sphere of existence denies the relative value of ethics and 
aesthetics) o But certainly all those things which have become part of 
the establishment ( det Bestaaende) can no longer be totally satisfying 
to him who exists as an individual in passion and inwardnesso So the 
negativity which characterised the last years is implicit in all Ki.erkegaard 
had to say about the nature of Christian truth in the authorship up to and 
including PostscriEto If his contemporaries had been able to nnderstand 
and assimilate the essence of his teaching about Christianity as rooted in 
subjectivity and paradox~ then there would be no further need for Kierkega.a.rd 
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to take up his pen = or his srJordo But this 11 ifl0 is a very big one and 
it soon became clear to Kierlregaard in the tumultuous years at the end 
of the 1 ~Os that his work had met with little or no real understandingo 
1'here \Tas clearly need for a. \7hole new· strategy to be worked out and followed 
througho Instead of objective norms being relativised by his readers 1 own 
realisation of the absolute significance of Christianity as subjective truth~ 
Kierkega.a.rd now became increasingly av1are of the need to face these norms 
and attack them di.rectlyo Int.&"oducing Christianity into Christendom was 
proving to be a far more difficult exercise than the conversion of heathendomD 
necessitating a far more precisely defined authority and making ever more 
strident demands for self sacrifice and possibly mart,yrdomo Only such an 
iconoclasm seemed able to inject Christendom with the realisation of what is 
involved in standing alone before God as a single responsible individuaL 
As the result of a number of factors» which we shall shortly be descrih:ingp 
Kierkegaard felt himself called after 1 84.8 to destroy the illusions of 
Christendom and present Christianity in all its rigpur and severity so that 
subjectivity might become accepted as the fundamental determinant of 'l'rutho 
Sop to summarise our position so faro The pseudo~ous authorship 
including the Frawents and Postscript establish the Christian sphere of 
existence as uniquely authentic relative to the sphere of aesthetics and 
ethicso The truth thus enunciated is defined in terms of inwardness and 
objective uncertaintyo Meanwhile, in this period up to 1 846 P Kierkegaard 
published edifying discourses in his own name, basically d:irected at the 
representatives of Christendom rather than a non-Christian audienceo Hov1everP 
when the messa~ of the pseudonyms falls on barren soil, the consequent 
implications for the relative value of objective norms thus gping unrecognised, 
Kierkegaard drops pseudonymity and embarks on a literary output which pushes 
through the principles of the edifying discourses to the furthest extremes 
of severity P culminating in the attack upon Christendomo This procedure 
is adopted in order to establish the claim of subjectivity by destroying 
the hold exerted by stable objective norms upon the prevailing Christian 
establishmcnto Seen in the context of such .a strategy~ the 11 AttaoJ.<.Il 
assumes its proper significance as a negatively orientated step along the 
path tonards a positive goalo 
An examination of Kierkegaard 1 s attitude to the Church will help us 
to see better hov1 this strategy actually evolved, · and. ·.~e must deal 
with those factors which prompted I(ierkegaard to resort to the direct 
attack he had for so long resistedo But before proceeding fUrther we 
shall examine the life and work of two principal fit,-'UI'es in the evolution 
of the 11 A ttac!C' = J o Po Myns ter and Ho La r.Iartenseno 
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Kierkegaard par toute son activited 0auteu.r veut aider l 1homme e 
recon~i tre ~ est celle du christianisme ~ pour mieux dire o 0 est le 
christianisme authentiqu.e11 a Studia Theolcua_cao Vola 2 1 949 = 50 Po5 g 
~L 0 hommep synthese du temps et de l 0eternite-d 0apre'S SfiS'ren Kierke~d11 o 
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69o See Ao Henriksen~ Opo oito ppso 142 ffo; Jo Heywood Thomas: OPo cite 
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86o Of course we must not overlook the fact that pseudonymit,y and indirect 
communication are related deviceso See Do Fo STiensong §pmething about 
Kie~do Minneapo 1 945 o Po 113 f o 
87o Henriksen: Opocito po 9 
88o Papa X 3 A 258 
89o Cfo Papo X 5 B 145 
90o Postscrm ppso 67 = 74 
9'\o ~0 ppso 67 = 8 
92o ibido Po 70 
93o ~o Po 73 
94o Jo Heywood Thomas~ opo cito Po 12 
95o ~o Po 47 o Cf o Vo Lindstrom: Stadiernas Teolo&o po 233 
96o Postscript Po 1 71 
97o James Brown; Sub,ject and Object in Modern Theology;o SoCoMo 1955o Po43 
98o Postscript Po 1 82 
1 OOo Go Malantsohuk; opo cito Po 'i 14 
101o a~o Po 176o Cfo ppso 120 0 122 = 14.3 
1 02 0 ~0 p 0 1 88 
1 03 o ~o Po 1 50 
1 04o ~o Po 262o Also ppso 305 ff'o where subjectivit,y is discussed with 
reference to PostscriE!o 
1 05o ibido Po 305 
1 06o ibido Po 371 
l:.O 
1 08o ~~Q:>_:tf$9ri])t po 320o Cf o BejezoholrrH p_Q_o cilo esp~oially ppso 202 = 9 
1 09o Po Holmerg O~o c_i~o Po 48o Cfo Bej6rho1.mg .&R-~=Qi~o Po 20Jg 
10 Koi!ll!lunikationen syft!2Z' till a.tt goX'& komm.tmika.nden sjlilv verkarun_p 
dl.irfor fzoamstil\:Ues olika. 0Mruigb.edcr 0 'i::lll 0Eristents 0 ibland villm 
kommuniJ.m...Ylden har e.tt Valja en for egen del11 o J'_o_sts_cr].J,J~ ppBo 216 = 1 
111 o See belor.r g 11Kierkegaard 0 s Perspective on the Churcli' 
11 2 o See above po 19 f o 
11.3o Point of View ppso 22 = 27 
115o Reymond Eo .Andersong 10 Kierkega.ard 9 s Theory of Communication'1 o Printed 
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de l 0 imitation 'de'J"~s.;.Chi:;ist chez Siren Kierke~o ppso .379 = 92 
122o Po Wagndalg Gem=el'!,S~j)_s_prob_lemet hos Soren Kierke~~o Lund 1954o 
Po 12.3 = 4 
12.3o This is borne out by Kierkega.a.rd 0 s letter to Wilhelm Lundg 10 As you 
will know P I grew up in orthodoxy 11 so to speak~ but as soon as I began 
to think for myself the enormous colossus gradually began to totter ooo 
Now I could very well accept particular parts of it 11 but then these 
would prove to be comparable to the seedlings often found in rock 
fissureso On the other hand-~' I could probably also see the distortions 
in many separate points~ but for a time I was obliged to let the mam 
foundation s~nd in dubio11 o (Papo I A 72) 
124o See ~oX 2 A 1.35; Point of View ppso 2.3 11 4.3 9 137 f o and Training in 
Christianijoc Po .39 
125o Eithe~=Ox- Ilo Po .356 
126o On the 01 illusions of objectivity" see Pa'Qo VII 1 A 
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PART II 
The Pe_rsonalities in the uAttack!1 
)_:J 
Bl;JllOP J. P. 1-tYNS~Cilit 
,.__-._:__........_ .... ~·~-·-· ~~~~-"'---'---"'-J 
The close and lonG standing relationship which e}cisted bet~een S~ren 
ICicrlcccaa:-d and Bishop J o P. ;.;ynster has inevitably pX'oved a necessary object 
of study for Kierlregaard scholars. rsycholOgiStS f'J.8.VC SBen in J.'~ierk3gUGrd D S 
self-confessed idenitification of his father's priest vJith the haunting figv.re 
of Old !.lichael himself an important factor in 1derkegaard 1 s mental O..evelopment; 
nhilst boigraphers of Kierkegaard and analysts of his thought are bound to 
take account of their subject 1 s relationship to this most influential figure a 
All too little, however, has been done, within the context of Kierkegaard 
studies, to bring the life and character of hiynster to the fore, and interest 
in him has generally been limited to those points at which he bad a definite 
influence on the course of Kier ke gaard' s career. Yet it would seem obvious 
that a reliable and comprehensive understanding of this very important relation= 
ship is dependent upon a reasonably full knowledge of both, and not just one, 
of the partieso The necessity for such knowlede,e becomes even stronger \7hen 
the object of study is that period of Kierkegaa.rd 1 s life dominated by the 
Attack_upon Christendomo Herman Schwanenflug-el was interested in studying 
Kirkestorme_n a little more closely and. saw the necessity of a closer examination 
of i.!yns ter' s life and personality in order to evaluate the justice of the 
attack made upon himo 'l'he result of Schwanenflugel' s investigations was 
rather dramatic for, instead of writing a book on the Church conflict, he 
finally published an extensive, two volume biography of !v!y.aster - his admiration 
f'or the old Bishop having risen immensely, and at the expense of his previous 
devotion to Kierkegaard. As Jprgensen points out "It would be one-sided if 
He only heard Kierkegaard 1 s opinion of I>1ynster11 ; 1 and whether or not the 
reader responds in the same way as Schwanenflugel, nonetheless his experience 
shows hovJ decisive a factor such knowledge of l\~ynster' s life and personality 
can be in one 1 s assessment of the 11 A ttaclC' • 2 It is my belief that Rierkegaard' s 
existential dialectic makes as stringent demands upon the reader of ~he 
]'ather],and and The Instant as upon him who would fully understand the rest 
of his authorshipo An either-or is still being presented to the reader, and 
J :1-:-
tl • b '1 • t A h • 1 • t • ] • th J • d .3 · 1e rcspons:t :.U.l. y o.~: c o:tco _:.ws on u·e .. y H:L c0e rca c:ro On the one s :'i.cJ.c 
lies i':iynster and the general av1ed respect in \Jhich he ,-ms held by hin contern-
poraries, on the other Kierket;aard 1 s call to 1;1hat Vcrna:rd ~alcr describes as 
'
1rc.dical disciplcshipil 0 Certainly l'i:icrkegaard is e. corrccti ve ( e.lthough •,;o 
must benare of' using thi.s term in order to minimise his demands); but a 
corrective to rJha t'i' Surely rr.ynstcr, and e~l that he stood for, must f:i..gure 
prominently in our ansner to this problem. In the first paragr-aph of T_h~. 
)~~~h?,X',.la~q article of December 1 8th 1 1 854 (dated l!'0bruary ~ '1 854) 1 v;hich 
contains Kierlregaard' s opening shots in the 11 Attack11 , l~iynster is set firmly 
in the centre of the stage: 11\'Ji th the figure of the deceased bishop, his 
life and the manner of it, and the is sue of it, 4 before our eyes, we are 
exhorted to imitate the faith of the true guide, the t,"'nuine v1itness to the 
truth" (h;e.rtensen's sermon, p. 5) to imitate his faith, for that, as was said 
expressly of Bishop h·iynster, nas shown "not merely by word and profession, 
but in deed and in trut~' (p. 9). It is to the deepening of our acquaintance 
with Eynster's -ilife and the manner of it and the issue of it" this chapter 
is dedicated, in the belief that the choice I\ierkega.ard demands may be 
6uided by a ~eater awareness of the alternatives he presents. 
C.L.N. r.iynster, the Bishop's son, issues the VJarning nthat to write an 
accurate, comprehensive biogr-apcy of !Vlynster would certainly be a most difficult 
undertaking' 5 and H. L. Martensen, after stressing i1Iynster 1 s gr-eat significance 
for Danish ecclesiastical and cultural history in the 19th Century, continues 
thus: "A complete presentation of his life and personality would therefore 
also demand a survey of contemporary ecclesiastical, literary and social 
relationships in Denmark - a description and evaluation of the prevailing 
spirit and direction of the times, the current circumstances and events in 
6 
our fatherland". These remarks indicate how inadequate such a brief study 
as the following must be, and how ~eat a role selection of material is going 
to play in determining the overall impression of hynster thus presented. 
However, it is to be hoped that with the assistance of facts and opinions as 
furnished by Church historians, literary critics, churchmen, friends and 
relatives o:C Lynster and by i.1ynster himself \-le can present a picture of hirn 
nhich is both accurate in its detail and reliable in its ~udt?,ements. _;c shall 
bee;Ln by describing the life and nork of I.:ynster, anc1 then ~Jroceecl uith a 
brief survey of his c;oc.ls and achievements. 
By and large~ I·.:ynster' s childhood na.s not very happyo Ee rias bo:rn on 
Gth l~ovcmber, 1 T15, but just trm years later his father, nho held a position 
of gr-eat responsibility at J.frederiks-Ilospital in Copenh.aten, died from con= 
sumption. His mother was not alone for long because she soon married Doctor 
Fo L. Bang, Superintendent at the same hospital, and he took on trl.S charge of 
7 Jacob Peter and his eld.er brother Oleo Only tVJo more years rrere to pass 
before their mother died = also from consumption. l''rom her letters 'ae lmovJ 
her to have been a woman of gr-eat piety and perspicacity who quickly recognised 
8 her younger son 1 s inclinations towards stubbornness and self-sufficiencyo 
Bang remarried, but once again it vias but tvw years before he nas alop.e once 
more. He took a third wife, a girl of 16, l'lho was to. bear him nine children 
f ' n1 f · d ·nr 9 o wnom o y our surv~ve ~ ancyo Her domestic inefficiency resulted in 
Dang inviting her mother and two sis te:r· s to live in and run the house o 
Something of a matriarchy 11as thereby created so that the young family \lere 
brou~ht up in a strange and unnatural atmosphere. In addition, Bang's extreme 
pietism cast a bleak shadow over the household 9 and Lynster was later to 
describe how each little misdemeanor was expanded into a gr-ave sino1 0 i.iynster 
nas to react strongly against such pietistic stringency r1hen he had a house= 
hold of his own to controlo Bang saw it as his duty to decide categorically 
upon the professions his charges should pursue, and so Jakob Peter was destined 
for a living as a country parsono This did not displease him for such a role 
agr-eed well vii th his youthful dreams of a peaceful idyllic existence o 11 
1'he children's education was largely entrusted tb home tutors, but at 
the a§e of 1 5 h'iynster was enrolled as a full time student, and he achieved 
very good results. HoYJever, he nas still far from happy and in his auto-
biography he complains that "all the euloties over the pleasures of youth are 
to a large extent illusory. It is individual hours and days r;hich are 
. , .) ' h 1 'l 1 2 pro JCCtcc' on to GDe '\"! o. e' o :iie o.i<l not mal~c friond.s Cl.-\S :.i.ly an.d onJy 
hem~ik ;Jtcf'fens eltlert,ed as a re8.lly close acc:_uaintanceo13 l.lO'.:ever, h~.s 
brother Ole rro..s instrumental in or~o.nising rce-.1lar cvenint.;s of .LellmJship 
and discussion o.t his lo<lt,int; (J:..:n.o:·n• as nNoo 5") ch:~re ;,yn0ter got i:.:rvolved 
in debates rangi.ng over a multitude of subjectso I~c diil not lack the '.iit 
and biting sarcasm rrh .. i.ch ore so much the ingredients of' these student exchanges, 
but he remained a far more introverted personality compared to his fellmYso 
As regards his dealings with the opposite sex, Liynster admits to deriving 
unspeakable pleasure from tl the flashing of beautiful eyes") 4 He vJas 
particularly attracted to one Sofie G-aarder and he waxes poetic about 11hovr 
long he could survive on every small token of her favour she showed him, 
and enjoy it in love's most blessed rapture11 o ~here is no reason to 
believe that he ever expressed his love to the lady in c1uestion; rather he 
kept his feelings very much to himself' o 1 5 
In 1 894 he passed his examinations "first class 11 and follo-;Iing Dang's 
initiative, he took up residence in the house of Grev Joachim l;ioltke at 
Bretentved to act as home-tutor to the 9 years old son of the houseo His 
existence here Has far from luxurious, but he came to respect the Uoltkes 
as friends and mentors whilst the alertness of his pupil, the beauty of the 
surrounding countryside and the r1inters spent in Copenhagen did much to 
brighten his lifeo16 During this period he also had runple opportunity to 
study and broaden his education. He especially developed an interest in 
English, French, Italia...n, German and, especially, Classical literatureo 
Furthermore, life amongst the Eoltkes 'equipped the young man with "a 
1 7 grateful nature, modesty and good manners" o 
In 1 80! his pupil took and passed 'tli th cred.i t the examinations for 
which i.iynster had been preparing him so another chapter in his life had to 
closeo l.ioltke had the patronage of the small country parish of Spjellerup 
and clearly I.iynster was first in line for the appointmento But he expressed 
misgivings about enterinr; upon a parish v1i thout a ~·Jif'e by his sideo :I?urther= 
more, he \Jas not absolutely convinced that oruination \ias the right course 
to attract him torJards tl1c Church, -.a hils t current trends :Ln Biblical critic ism 
\7oro toncJ.ing to jeoparcJ.ise his faith in the integrity of scZ'iptcrc. lie 
himself confesses that at times hG felt hmcolf ct encne.red ).:n a cent.:'lJJ:lint; 
doubt and by materialist ideas. His deepest sentirwnts revolteo. at_,ainst 
· th · t 1. t · · ld t a· t· 1" 1 8 -- - ,.... sucn , ouc;n "S, uu x-us reo.son cou no J.Sp<::rse .aem ·• rlc sout:nt a I:LI'ia 
standpoint for himself by nj.de reading in literature and philosophy and 
:1-.o.nt exerted a great influence upon him. But try o.s he uie;ht, he could not 
be content nith a faith founded on Kantian principles. 
Hor1ever, despite all his uncertainty, Eynster took his ordination 
examinations in July 1 801 and was ordained on November 1 s t, the seme year. 
He nas still not happy about his unmarried status, and he felt acutely lonely 
at SpjelJ.erup. His circumstances ITere comfortable, his income nas f'pOd and 
he felt happy to be his onn master at last. But spiritually he VIaS a.eeply 
troubled. ~he assaults of rationalism upon the historicity of the Gospels 
gave him much cause for concern but he felt that his m·m faith nas not built 
on a foundation sufficiently substantial to Ylithstand t:r..ese assaults. The 
early months of ·1 80.3 thus reveal to us a man undergoing a spiritual crisis 
of the severest kind.1 9 A real, dramatic spiritual breakthrough nould be 
necessary to release him and this is precisely 1rhat occurred in the Swnmer 
of 1803. This religious experience is described at some length in I1lyns ter' s 
'. h 20 autooJ.ogr-ap y: 
"Now it happened one day in the Summer of 1 80.3 when I sat alone on 
my settee, to,nards evening, reading JaJcobi 1 s Ylri ting on $pinoza • • • There 
tore through my soul something like a light from on high and I clearly 
said: 1 If conscience is not a meaningless illusion ~ and in this respect 
I had no doubt at all - and if you fallon it in some things, tl'.en you 
must foll01a it in all things~ ,-Jithout exception, doing and saying vrhat 
is in accordance with your duty as you recognise it and are able to f\llfil 
it. You must remain quite unconcerned about the world's judgement, be 
it praise or criticism. il.nd if there is a God - and neither was I in 
any doubt about this - and you do not refuse to bovr before his v1ill in 
some things, then you shall do likev1ise in all things, without reser-
vation, and entirely commit yourself and all that is yours into his 
paternal hands. Be scrupt4ous Ylith the talents he has alloted to you 
and endure without complaint the burden he imposes upon you'"• 
L~ynster goes on to describe how the most significo.nt words for him are 
J:.B 
of his r1hole self, ana the rccoenition of this demand instills ~.n him a peace 
such an he hed never eJqJerienced before = ' 1 the p0c.ce of God "c:hich passes all 
c'Ho man ccn serve tno masters11 had been brought home to himo 
'l'his nas nhat iiynster called his 11 breakthrougd1 (.C:e!Jnem~r_-qc~) and it .-..-as 
11 as clear and definite as any which has occurred in any f.lan 1 s s oul11 o 21 The 
stimulus to this breakthrough has been variously defined whilst th..ere has been 
a reluctance on the part of certain scholars to accept the details of t~ynster 0 s 
own account at face valueo Martensen argues that I.iynster 1 s reading of Jacobi 
at the time of this dramatic experience is highly significant 22 nhilst 
. 23 Schwanenfl~gel strongly denies any such connect~ono The truth probably 
lies somewhere in betiJeen these two positionso So Plum v-~ri tes; 
"Even if there is a fruitful connection between i!iynster and Jacobi~ 
there is yet a divergence in their final positions. i.Iynster found in 
Jacobi one VJho articulated his yearnings towards a personal relationship 
with God. From him he has learned to know the immediacy of the relig"ious 
relationship and the value of many religious concepts ~ but the way to 
Christ he did not learn from Him" o 24 
Hal Koch tends to emphasise the influence of' Kant on Lynster in the period 
immediately preceeding the breakthrough, and •,raage is inclined to agree with 
Koch at this pointo 26 On the other hand, Bo ~rsted believes the influence 
of Spinoza viq Steffens to have been stronger than that of Jacobi or Kanto27 
~rsted does not think that ~.iynster came to a sudden Christian awareness, but 
rather, the breakthrough simply initiated a progr-essive movement over a long 
periodo In other words, Y"rsted thinks that r,iynster in his I.1eddelelse:c has 
considerably telescoped the progress of his Christiah awakening and in this 
he shared the view of Plum, Hho also wishes to define a progression in the 
28 
course of' the breakthrougho 
Although ;irsted and Plum do not wish to dispute the actuality of the 
breakthrough, it is very clear that they wish to allow more scope for devel-
opment and re-appraisal with respect to r~ynster' s religious thought than, for 
example, does Schwanenflugelo However, the fact remains that Ee"ddelels=er 
l:-'3 
reveal beyond all doubt tl-:e dramatic significance t;.1is brecJcthrou.gh had. in 
i·.ynster 1 s mm mind -even if nc accept that, in reality, this experience was 
far less decisive and fa.r more complicated in its development that i<ynster 
recalled it in lo_ter lif'eo .. ho ever ne support as mvint.; the t,r<::atcst 
influence on Lynster at this time, his 'I'JOrds in jje~tle).,e_~S££ are relevant to 
them alL He ::;ays that philosophy 11 can never come to und.z:rstand the Gospel 
in its cntireity, honever near to this it may be thought to have comc11 o Plum 
puts the matter r1ell enougho "o o o an examination of the purely human found~ 
ations does not demand that, in this calling of a young priest, we eliminate 
direct action from God11 o 29 Clearly it vJOuld be a mistake to reduce I,ynster 1 s 
experience to an operation of the meditative mindo It was also a piercing 
of the soul and in his a~~iety to stress the incisive novelty of the event, 
Lynster acknonlede;es no connection betvJeen his reading and what follov1edo .ie 
may believe that Paul on the Damascus Road nas seriously contemplating the 
significance of his dealings VJi th the Christians he was persecuting, and 
possibly having doubts about the recti tude of his actions; but it vrould be 
v1rong to reduce his experience entirely to a logical cycle of thoughto Like-
vdse for lViynster, the content of his thought provided the stimulus to a 
dramatic coni'rontatiol). with the objective realit-y of Godo 
L:ynster kept this experience very much to himself, speaking of it only 
in his beddelelsero30 Honever, the climactic significance of this breakthrough 
cannot be denied: 11 it rose like a mountain and established itself as the 
boundary between that which had been, and that which was to come11 o 31 'ro 
the end of his days, this occurrence represented to i'l;ynster the most decisive 
event in his lifeo It was instrumental in convincing him of his calling to 
the priesthood and he settled dovm rli th a real enthusiasm for his nork at 
.32 Spjellerup where he was to stay for 'i 0 year so He 1iJrote to his brother 
11 I now possess a truly historical Christ and walk more and more in a pel~sonal 
relationship to him o o o I have a God and a Saviour" o .3.3 l/iynster passed his 
time quietly at Spjellerup, and as in his early life, he was not anxious to 
seek company, although neighbouring priests provided him nith some companionshipo34 
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he hv .. d :::.. good deal of -'cime for roading e.nd he also L:ac1.o (relatively lm.success-
fu1) attempts at VJriting poetryo 35 But still he lacked, and missed~ female 
company a S chr1aneni'lu.ccl quotes poems nri tten by lv,ynstcr before and after 
the breakthrough uhich, he claims, demonstrate hm1 the author' 1 s at~citv.CJ.c to 
\Tomen changed as a result of his ne\7 experience. lie is in the later poems 
more at peace and i3 content with nhat God nill providea36 hor~ever, such a 
transformation, if such there YW..S ~ is probably more easily mrplained in terrr.s 
of i.;ynster 1 s ner: found friendship nith one Kamn1a H.ahbek who had been introduqed 
to him by Steffens. L~ynster virtually became a member of 11hat came to be 
known as the Bakkhuskr__§_,Ch§. 37 (the Bakkehus circle) o l{ynster and Fru Rahbek 
Ylere very much attracted to each other al thoueh there is some doubt as to 
e:Jc::C"\,Ctly how deep was their relationship. 'l'hey corresponded regularly (usually 
on topics of the day and often punctuated v1ith artistic bursts of emotj.on), 
and exchanged visits. 38 P.li. Boye describes rer as one of the bright lights 
of the contemporary literary scene, although her behaviour in her relationship 
v.~th men- especially those much younger than herself, seemsto have been 
marked by a certain domineering possessiveness. She and her husband came to 
Spjellerup in 1 804 and she continued to show her gr-eat admiration for this 
young, unmarried country priest. She had a very gr-eat influence on I-.1ynster 
during a period when he was struggling for self-confidence and self'~eJcpression. 39 
Vie can safely say that to her flattering encouragement of his talents we owe 
h . . •t• l th h. 40 ~s ~~ ~a au ors ~p. Reciprocally, it is true that he also, by his 
conversation, and rnost of all by his preaching exerted a considerable influence 
on the ladyo The Rahbek' s paper [\:iinerva carried r;iynster' s :first real literary 
nark - an article replying to Bishop Boisen 1 s Plan for the 2m£l:oving o_f 
bl . h. 41 .Q_U ~c wq,rs ~Po But gradually life at Spjellerup became tiresome, and 
Kamrna Rahbek' s letters were amongst the few things to give him any satisfaction. 
This is not to imply that he failed markedly in his jobo 'rhe Bishop noted 
after his visit in September 1 809 that 11 Sp jellerup and Smerup 1 s young people 
are excellently versed in religious knowledgeo Pastor M. is a worthy teacher, 
who has honestly endeavoured to fulfil his calling, and the congr-egation can 
count itself fortunate in having such a zealous and bright man as its 
Friest1l • ~-2 Also~ the ~unde.y after his orm fa:r•e;rcll seruon he sat as a 
member of the congr-c~ation in the Parish Church at Sp,iellerup and heard. the 
preacher speak of the retired pastor as one "·liho not only enCJ.0avoured to 
teach noll but also to live rJell11 • But in spite of such l·:ords of praise, 
I·.!ynster felt that he had failed to e,--et across to his peopleo 'l'he time nas not 
ripe for a religious revival - particularly amongst tl-:e farming community r1ho 
nere rrall off and could be arrogantly indifferent to the preaching of 
Ghristiani ty. The fault also lay 1i1i th I.iyns ter in so far as his ratner gentle, 
albeit earnest, demands upon his people did not match up to the hard~hitting 
expression demanded by the tiraes. he nas not sui ted to a farming community 
vrho v1ere not taking to him as nell as he YJould have liked and so he began to 
set his heart on a illOVe back to the Capital - Copenhat;;en. 43 i.lany sought to 
dissuade him from such a move, including Kamma Hahbek who accused. him of 
wishing to flaunt his eloquence amongst the country's social elite. 'rl"lere 
may be a certain amount of truth in this charge. Although in 1 803 Lynster, 
in a treatise on the art of preaching, had stressed the need to malre eloquence 
subservient to the demands of a simple communication of the Gospel 9 he almost 
certainly felt that his abilities as a public preacher and speaker deserved 
the attention of a more refined public than that he found confronting him 
in Spjellerup.44 Conveniently enough the position of Ka~llan withE~~~ 
K:i,rk.e in Copenhagen became vacant and, by using i,ioltk.c 1 s good influence with 
the King, tlynster nas duly appointed (December 1 811 ) e Mynster observes 
that this was the one and only post he ever sought after. 
came and sought him. 45 
.All the others 
I.Iynster had to accept a drop in income on taking up his new post but 
he found the new opportunities for preaching and the resplendent worship more 
than sufficient compensation. He delivered his first sermon on the ·;th 
February, 1812, and although he was secretly dissatisfiEid with it~ the r:xress 
received it vrell and on the next occasion he had a full church. r;iany 
distinguished people flocked to hear him = including the KierlregH.ard family. 
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r:'ome of the scmi~cu:J.~u-r·crl c:l.a:i.Jlled they could not understand$ -.-,hilst ·che 
Hationalists criticised his dot,.Yfiatismo Honever, not:Jithsto.nding such 
. . t f h t h l . '-··6 op:LYlions 1.ynstcr nen rOiil strcngt to s -rengt as 11 J:lO~ u G.r )..J!'en.c ... 1ero · 
Outside his \;ork, i . .ynster lived 1:2. co~-nparatively iso:.Le.tocl. l:'1.f0, nix:]o<:):cint::; 
only his brother and Ce.rl IIec:er amongst his close acquaintanceso f.lis 
appartment tias made up of several small, light rooms on _Cppnne.l~i;_q_r_v:o !lis roor:lS 
vrere not luxuriously furnished by modern standards, but Xarnrr1a llahbel.-:: found 
them 11 charming' o Lynstcr tells of happy hours spent i.11. YJOrk and contem~ 
plation in these roomso But he also tells of hours in which (after an 
expression of ~,enelon) he only experienced 11 a butter peace11 (~n bitter }'red) o 
This Yras not a sense of bitterness against the world, but a kind of indeter= 
minable disturbance of the mind nith no obvious sourceo 
.. 'hat Tias causine this ~ 1 bitter peace11 ? Surely not public opinion, for 
he was held in high regard, both as a preacher 4 7 and pre parer of Confirmee s. 48 
Schnanenflugel attributes these bouts of depression to I·.iynster 1 s relationship 
with H. G. Clausen~49 He describes Clausen's preaching as most eloquent 
and effective in its emphasis on obedience and discipleship with Christ as 
the pattern, but devoid of attention to Christ as the revelation of Goa. 
in his capacity as Saviour and Redeemer. iviynster could a @'ee with Clausen 
to an extent, and he VJas ali7ays prepared to aclmonledge a man of character. 
But in their basic perspectives on life and religious understanding l'.~ynster 
and Clausen vvere deeply divided. The stature of the scriptural record, the 
mystery of the Incarnation and the real power of the Atoning Vlork of Christ 
v1ere central to tiynster 1 s thought and yet he felt that Clausen \'las doing 
violence to such beliefso 
.. 50 
So, argues Schwanenflugel, ne may assume that 
betVJeen 1 812 and 1 828 when as Kape=lla.n, -r.ri th li£.ue Kirk€:! and as teacher in the 
Pastoral seminary l·.!ynster had Clausen as his immediate superior, their 
conflicting theological opinions must have caused some agitation in r~~ynster 1 s 
. d 51 !llJ.n 0 This is a possible explanation of I•.:lynster 1 s trouble, although not 
a scrap of evidence from his ~1ritings can be produced to support ito It 
ultimately de~nds for its validity on 1ii'hether I.;ynster r1as the sort of man 
to let theolog:ical difference:.> bet11een himself and a SUl,'lerior fJ,Z.fect hiG mental 
stabilityo J.l.gain eviO.ence to e..r gue such a point is hard to cowe by, and 
one can only comt:Jent that :if' thi.s na,s in fact the cause of ;;ynster 1 s f'eeli."'lgs 
of 0 bttter peace" then \10 111ic;ht UJ[_pect to f:l.nd soma ref\'"r:::::nces to sach tensior,.s 
in his §enerally frank and honest memoirso 52 ·.fe ma-y comment~ in concludi.ng 
Ol.ll" dlscussion o:C this aspect of ; :.ynster 1 s character~ that if \:e can still 'be 
uncertain of v1hat precisely constituted Kierkebaard 1 s 11 thorn in the fJ.esh11 
then it ~~ill not surprise us if our probes into the recesses of Lyn::;ter 1 s 
mind ~ about v1hich, in the absence of such voluminous .Journals as lderkegaa.rd 
produced, ne can lmow so very little ~ should prove equally indefiniteo 
A source of great joy to !liynster, however, vias his marriage in 1-.:arch 
1 8J 5 to Fanny bunter - the 1 9 year old daughter of the Bishop of S jaellando 
Although, when i.:ynster later became Bishop himself, people lilr.cd to joke at 
his expense about marrying into the job, we can safely accept Schwanenfliigel' s 
conclusion (po 1 .38) that no such ulterior motive determined i;ynster 1 s choice 
of a \Jifeo A very real afi:'ection existed between them and they possessed 
well-rna tched temperaments o After .31 years of life together, i.:ynster was 
able to look back on a most happy marriae;e, praising his wife for her clear 
common sense, her tact and her tirelessness as a housewifeo Two boys and 
two girls nere born to the marria§eo The sons both became theologians 
although one later turned to literature r,rhilst the other died quite youngo 
\lith a wife carne numerous financial obligations for l\·iynster, and his 
income from his post at J.''rue Kirke, notVIithstand.ing l'liol tke' s generosity, uas 
not sufficient to meet such new obligations. However, two factors contributed 
to a relieving of the situation. First of all, by his marriage, he came into 
contact with the most influential group in Copenhagen, comprising nealth;y 
& business men like Constantin Brun who, vvith his wife, ran ~:i.:£_ees for poets 
and promising personalities in the town. i,!ynster v1as Vlell received in such 
circles and it is certain that these people nould not have seen h~n go short 
of such things as were necessary for lreeping up the standards expected of him. 
;)econdly, Eoltke used his influence to secure Lynster 1 s appointment as a 
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member of the board. for the superviflion of the Ci~G.lmna:.::· schools. Although there 
\·Jas some concern shoun at the appointment of a ,l~).ltl.Q to such a high post ~55 
evid.ence sugt:,ests th..a.t L:yn.ster carried out his duties fit'mly a.nd effectively. 
He sho.,ed concern at the cut>rent trends to,vards humanisiil ancl made moves to 
ensure the retention of classical studies rr:i.thin the curriculmn. 'l'he recent 
economic crisis ( 1 81 5) had naturally occasioned a tie.htening of the belt in 
educational spending, but nonetheless ;;ynster spoke out strongly for teachers 
to receive fair pay ~nd conditions. He was not so successful in his ·work 
vJith the university and he had occasion to write that 11 there is no e;r·oup of 
people more difficult to govern that the Professors". \le shall return to 
iviynster' s work in the educational field when we come to discuss the fruits 
of his public career in a later section.54 
].;ynster was now an object of praise from all sides. His sermons v1e:re 
vJidely read and held in very high regard and even the German historian :B'. C. 
Da.hlmann was 1:r..oved to comment about l~'rue Kir ke 1 s Ka.pellang 11 'Je have no one to 
touch him in Germany". 55 He was offered the post of tutor to the young Prince 
:b,rederik (later King Frederik VII), Ylhich he declined on the grounds of lack 
of ability. Also he was offered a post as Professor of 'l'heology in the 
University of Christiania (Oslo) - an offer Vlhich he only declined. after 
dissuasive approaches by !1,oltke. 56 Ammundsen comments that "he would have 
greatly embellished our university, if he had taken that course11 • 57 But he 
did accept the post of teacher in Psychology at the Pastoral Seminary in 
Copenhagen when it fell vacant. Bishop M\.inter pressed i·,;ynster to take the 
job in spite of the latter's protests that he lacked the necessary talents. 
In fact he became very successful, and he carried on spending two hours a week 
at the seminary even when he became Bishop - eventually he went so far as 
to write a text book on the subject. Bishop ;·;linter also laid on i.:ynster' s 
shoulders the task of preparing a ne;v edition of Luther 1 s Catechism to 
replace the various different editions currently in circulation. ~'urthermore, 
t,·;ynster became a member of a commission set up to produce a new translation 
of the New Testament. Despite Professor PoO. Br,llS'nsted 1 s preference for a 
muc1.c i11ore free translation~ ;_ynster rias inclined to 1reep the tone of' the 
old version (HoPo iteesen 1607) a;t1d not to devi~:ttc :from the lanr,uage of t:b.at 
version except where absolutely necessary a J.t i!as this latter, more conser= 
vativ.e app:c>oach, \Jhich non tho cl_czy 0 
Busy as he nas, l..ynster still found time for \Jr:\. tine:;o He y,rote a 
treatise on Lessing's _l~at~}'~_the \1):~; anarticle on a'l'hc Apostle Peter's 
first detention in Home11 ; a doctoral dissertation on Paul and prepared a 
55 
nerr collection of Spjellerup sermonso Jn aciC:i tion, in 1 81 7, tno smaller "'orks 
rJere published: ]Atrp.fl.ucj;};_<2_n to the_}!lJliSJShE?_ t,.q, ~EL~~l.~t}:.Q..ll§. and .l!'i_~ 
sermons on the occasio,n of the Heforma~ion Fe~tival 1 fu]o 
As if to r:arn r.iynster against too much pride in his success, and too 
much confidence in the stabili~ of his public and private life, there occurred 
five deaths amongst his closest friends and relations, all in 1 818o First 
,'Sofie !O'rsted, sister to Adam Oelenschlae:;er, and then Count Joachim £;:ol tke o 
The latter's death was most unexpected and I,·iynster wrote soon after: 11 Countless 
times since (his death) I have missed his advice and the much loved habit of 
visiting him in his rooms11 o Shortly after came the biggest blow of all to 
l•.1ynster o his brother Ole died as the result of an apoplectic fito In spite 
of the differences which had arisen betv1een till brothers, this ~1as a heart~ 
rending blow to iviynster as Hell as giving him the task of attendine; to the 
future 11elfare of his brother 1 s nidow and childreno But also death came to 
I·.;ynster 1 s own household a In the middle of September 1 81 8 his viife }_!'anny had 
given birth to a son, but on the day scheduled for his Baptism the child vJas 
found dead in his co to Again Eyns ter had been struck by a sudden blov1 
from which one would expect him to take a long time to recovero The string 
of misfortunes ended in February 1 819 with the death of the young Countess 
!.'ioltkeo 
It is a tribute to the strength of r:;ynster' s faith and diligence that 
these setbacks, following so quickly upon one another, did not retard his 
growth as a public official and theological \Jri ter o In the early 1 820s 
he got involved in the current disputes beti\•een two schools of thought having 
.5e; 
S}?Okesmen. 
v;as accused of false teaching arld of lcaCling the pDO:Qle astray a Glau.san 1 s 
treatise 1.1as certainly rationalist in intent although he cloos try to find roO~!l 
for faith. 
the book serVOS between tVIO O.if:ferent standpoints. lt has abandoned pure 
reason yet cannot find rest in faitho 1. Koch 58 asserts that the contents· 
of Clausen 1 s book are of interest to Church historians only because of 
59 Grundtvig 1 s subsequent attack. Certainly much of the argllffient v1hich raged 
around this controversy 11as concerned VJith means rather than opinions. 
Grundtvig nas, to say the least, strongly outspoken in his article. Koch 
comments that it is easy to understand. that 11 The Cl!w~:1LlieN ltlust have 
made a discouraging impression upon the majority of cultured people; suci1 a 
tone in a polemical writing had hardly been seen in the 49th Century!' o 60 
P. G. Lindhardt says that it was uritten 11 in caustic phrases, and is full 
of insul ts11 • G, !1iynster himrelf said that he did not nish to argue aoout the 
. f th fl" t b t the b t th d f t t' 62 H 1ssues o e con 10 , u ra r a ou e mo e o presen a 1on. e 
delivered a sermon (Den Kristel:l;€;e VisdoiJl) which attacked the combatants, and 
especially Grundtvig. He was far from approving of Clausen 1 s book,63 and in 
a letter to Engle broth he pointed out tbe extreme position of both points of 
. 64 VJ.ew. Clausen's scientific argwnents vJill not really stand up to scientific 
enquiry, whilst i.1ynster could not accept Grundtvig' s elevation of the 
Catechism above Holy Scripture. Hov1ever, nhat grieved (;iynster was the 
bitterness which marred the tone of the dispute and his sermon d-,vel t at 
length on our duty to show compassion in our dealings with our fello\7 men. 
'l'he dispute raged on and. eventually resulted in legal proceedings YJhich saw 
Grundtvig placed under police censorship for his ab,ack on Clausen, or at 
least, the man..ner of that attack. But from our point of viei7, the aspect 
of the affair nhich is most significant is ; .• ynster' s mediatorial bearing. He 
here clearly shows the qualities which were to make him an immediate choice 
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for high ecclesiastical office. 1-'hus in 1 U26 lvhen the rebuildine; of' the Castle 
Cnurch at Christiansborg nas complete~ the l\ing nameo. i·~>ynster as !oLof kr.a~-s~ 
(Court Chaplain). blso ~ the King's Confessor died and :,yn~ter 11as a~Jpointed 
to take his placeo 
;.;yns ter vJas pl0ased that this post r.·ias less subject to the .:hiJ'ls of public 
taste enc~ he also !1e.d r11ore time for writingo it soon become a~parent that 
many of' the members of }tru,~-~:iFl:~ came to hear Lynster pree.ch in the Castle 
Chapel (SJ~()_tsJj:cJ.-;:en). lie found this neYJ post both easier and more attractive 
as ciell as being better paid. he spent four yea:::s of his time at Cbr:}.stiansborg 
1.10rking on a Christian Dogmatics o 'l'nis exercise v<as basically for his OiJn 
benefit and. he sho(;ed it to no-one. lie did v1ri te an article for the 
German periodical 'r~_o_l~C?i.J.._sche Gtuj,icn und Kritik on the conceiJt of' Christian 
doEJlla tics, but the lack of r"- sponse to his article in Gerr:1any only prompted. 
him to observe that basically German and Danish theology o.re farther apart 
tb.an was e;enorally believed. But by far his most popular nork ·11as the 
the Christian faith). Liynster anticipated the popularity of this work,although 
he warned that it would gi.ve little satisfaction to those accustomed. to more 
difficult (stren_£e_F~e) thinlr..ing. In fact, it came out in a second edition in 
1 837 and a third appeared in 1 846o It was also translated i.'Ylto Sviedish and 
German, and, according to Hal Koch 65 ~lections was by far the most 
\'Jidely read spiritual book of the century in Denmark. 
In 1 830 Bishop J.Jt.inter died and there v1as sor.Je unrest in the house, for 
it h..ad generally been expected that li',ynster would succed his father-in-law66 
and at that time he had no >·iish to leave the gotskir~ and rcl. inquish his time 
for writingo Consequently there was some relief in the i(Ynster household 
rJhen Po E. buller vJas appointed as S jaelland 1 s new Bishop. 
I.;ynster' s elevation to tbe Bishopric came just four years later on tr.e 
death of i.iuller who had bec:n sick for some timeo Now iynster was not so 
reluctant to take up the vacancy. ~rhe 1·1ork in cormection \ii th the Schools 
had not gone so 11ell since the board 1 s chairman, i~·:ynster 1 s friend i\~alling, 
died. in 'I 829o 
th..e t::;::;~.ching of tho classical J.aneuaten, and so i.;ynster u1s not sor':'Y uhen £1is 
J:lOVC to tl::.e Bishop Is office forced his rcsiijl.ation froi!l t:::o a:: .. rectore.,teo .:-Uso' 
i.;;}rns tor \it\S bct;jJ1_ning to wnoe l1is ase and felt tl:.at he could f\mction 1.1orc 
effectively as a )Jishop them as a Priesto But ac:ain f'inw.<c:ial p1·oblcms 
loomed on the horizono His post as }lo}:_.I..J,~£S_t end Coni'cssor had. paid well~ 
and h..e had also been the recipient of a sizable payment as a rneJJber of the 
directorate for tlm ~ammar schools, but the bishopric paid not nearly so 
Ho·.Jever, the matter was resolved by his being e..:i..ven permission to stay 
on as the King's confessor and to keep his post at Slotskirken for the IJinter 
along ni th the provision of an ex gratia payment as compensation for loss of 
salary on leaving the directorateo 
It nas on the 9th September, 18.34 that l.iynster VJas named Bishop of 
Sjaelland, by tradition the foremost ecclesiastical post in the countryo It 
is certain that Otto Laub iras echoing the thou@lts of many Danes, especially 
in Copenhagen, nhen he vrrote in his diary on hearing of hiyns ter 1 s avpointment ~ 
11 \Jhat an excellent development! ::.ho could be ~ jaelland' s Bishop otl-:er than 
he? ·.~ho could carry on in the Q.lotskirke,, in preaching to the Capital, 
the Students, the Priests and the whole country, what he has begun, other than 
himself?" o 67 Schwanenfl~gel extols I.;ynster as a credit to his office ~ being 
both a conscientious administrator and visitor, and he supports this praise 
1Ji th something told to him by iJ,ynster 1 s daughter, viz. 11 Not one of S jaelland 1 s 
Bishops has done as much visiting as he~ not even my excellent friend Bishop 
Martensen". 68 However, i.iynster was conscious that his nevv position was a 
mixed blessing. On the good side he could see chances for theological study 
and for exercising personal interests, and he also relished the opporttlnity 
of travelling around his Diocese talking to and listening to the priestso But 
on the debit side lay the fact that some priests, vrhilst appreciatine; having 
a Bishop from their own midst, would only give full support to one VJho vras 
formerly a Professoro Also he >las concerned at the rather imprecise nature 
of his authority which gave him no po\-Jer to rid himself of lln'.lorthy priests 
and lccturerse 
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On the \.1l1ole ~ 1 .• yn.stcr 1 s years as Bishop r:o:c0 not the hapiJicst o.l' his life o 
Derunarli: \las at '.Jar rJith itself both theologically ond constitutionally; and 
i.ynster' c conservative vicrrs in the face of Grundtvig 1 s and c:tausen 1 s extreme 
cle;mands brought hiJn constantly into conflicts of the times o · .. hct:b..8r' the is sues 
under dcbc_te concerned ed.ucation, Chv.rch ritual, the prayer~book, the scp:ll'atist 
11 a\;akenint;s11 , the Baptists, the hymn~book, the constitutional position of 
the ICing, the poner of the priest 1 s conventicles or the correct interpretation 
of Luther 1 s Cathechism, i.;ynster by virtue of his office could not a void becoming 
heavily committedo 69 .fe have already discussed I~ynstcr 1 s inclination 
tonards mediation in Church conflicts and r1e have seen hovr, in the friction 
r1hich arose betneen n. G. Clausen and Grundtvig, he iJas prepared to see the 
issues in as dispassionate a v1ay as possible~ and to condemn histrionics -
even r1hen the opinions thus presented have some validity in his eyes. But 
this is not to imply that i'.iynster was prepared to compromise his basic 
beliefs. Before becoming a Bishop, that is before he had to malre ultimate 
decisions, he could afford to enjoy the role of a dispassionate observer. 
But now it was up to him to promote future Church policy, and it is certain 
that one of the factors which produced the experience of disillusionment 
climaxed by his closing of I.ieddclels_er in i 84 7, must be traced to the 
failure to materialise of many of his plans for the State Church in 
Denmark. L. Koch suge,ests that l1iynster, tov;ards the end of his life, 
failed to lreep up \lith the pace of events and the consequent shifts of opinion 
and perspective. 70 In so far as this is in fact the case, it is a direct 
result of his refusal to compromise. In Schwanenflugel' s words "No-one 
felt more strongJ.y than him tha.t 'we shall not serve the times, but the 
Lord!'" 7-I ~~e shall only be able to point briefly to the conflicts YJhich 
arose during litynster 1 s bishopric, and, as indicated earlier, a full handling 
of such issues would necessitate a description of 19th Century Church 
History such as >ve have no time to provide in this Chapter. 72 Ho1Jever, it 
is hoped that some impression of the problems facing iiynster can be given~ 
as nell as a description of his proposed solutionso 
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. ' . . 73 --· - . B~· far~ Lyns ter 1 s rJOr s t clashes \·Jere rD.th tl1."'J Grund tvlg'lans. 1hkola1 
Frederik i::lcverin Grundtvig 143 (1 7133 ~ 1 872) vias an outstanding religious 
patriot and poet. He VJas the founder of the norld famous J!'o1k Eigh=Schools. 
He lias interested in Nord.ic Lytholo@Y and m·ote several books on the sub jcct ~ 
the moral of which nas that the Danes are of brave and sterlint; stock. ~1is 
spiritual life 1·Jas somenhat drama tic until~ at the age of 40, he maO.e his 
11 incomparable discovery", namely, that the baptismal confession of faith, 
the Apostles' Creed, v1as the decisive statement of genuine Christianity. 
On this basis he proceeded to v10rk out a theory according to which the Bible 
could give light, but not life; life being bestowed only through the sacra= 
ments and the Creed. '.i'hus arose Grundtvigianism as an ecclesiastical party 
with perculiar views of its arm, vJhich right into the 20th Century have 
caused much conflict, novr calmed dorm because the original Grundtvigian 
antithesis of Bible and Creed is no longer maintained in its extreme form. 
Perhaps Grundtvig's greatest personal contribution to Danish Church life 
was his hymn-writing. He penned nearly 1 ,500 hymns 11 VJhich sing especially 
of the Pentecostal community 1 through which the Holy Spirit renens the life 
of the Lord as a present reality11 • 75 The attacks which began the assault 
on i.fiynster, hoy,•ever 1 were printed in a paper llq_r~disk Kirlfet:ide:t!d.e which 
was the vmrk, not of Grundtvig himself, but of his disciple Jakob Lindberg. 
Lindberg .-ras the son of a clergyman from Ribe. He had a most distinguished 
academic career and was particularly zealous in his study of Hebrew. He was 
also a master of the art of invective and Lindhardt described him as 11 probably 
the most violent ecclesiastical controversalist in Denmarlr'. 76 But he Has a 
very capable propagandist Hho appreciated the value of the press in dissem-
inating not only facts but also opinions. So it v1as that in Nordisk 
Kirketidende an attack was launched against Liynster 1 s translation of Luther 1 s 
Catechism (1819). Lindberg, acting quite in character, did not mince his 
vJOrds. Although he had once described lviynster's translation as the only one 
deserving any respect, he now declared it to be 11 the worst catechism we have 
ever had in Danish, and if Luther nere alive he would have disassociaticd 
h.i.m~cJ.f from such misuse of b.is name to the confusion o:f the people" • T? 
Althou€)1 1indberg1 s criticisms >.Jere lare,ely directed only at small points of 
tramru[rr an<l tcrltlinolo[;icgl usae;e, Lynster took tbe attacks very much to heart 
and replied uith 0_L1__d_e_j)_e::D:ste_.9Aee:o,:v::er_af_L.!lth~rs_lille_ ::.g_telci:::mus ( Goncc:;.~nirJG 
~~------~-~-- -- ----------'--~-~--- ------· 
the Danish editions of Luther 1 s little Catechism), in \1 hich he \-lent through 
aJJ. the various extant editions pointing out ho;; cht\.nt)--cs occurred. even :1n 
:Luther 1 s arm time. Lindberg continued his attack YJi th two further articles 
·ohich ;,;ynster thought un.northy of a reply - he simply published his paper 
in a second edition. Already in 1 8.31 i.:ynster had written an article. for 
.£§tnsk U__i5Y~.i entitled Om in)urier i t.r,Xkte sg,i[t~.£ 78 (Concerning 
injuries caused by the printed word), in v1hich he delivered a disguised 
attack on Lindberg's vitriolic outbursts ae,ainst H. i-lo Clauson. Clearly~ 
i.iynster Vlas appalled by the theological mud-slinging v;hich 1ras begim1ing 
to characterise the conduct of Danish Church affairs, and he evidently 
felt no inclination to compete vuth :Lindberg on such terms. The dispute 
over the Catechism was finally resolved in 1 849 by the autherisation of 
G. 1~. Balslev's translation to be used in Danish schools. 
i.iynster ran into more criticism when he was asJ.r,.ed to draw up a speech 
of thanks to the Ydng from the Staender Forsam~ing (States General) in 
Hoskilde (1 8.35). Frederik VI had ordered the creation of such an assembly 
which could promote the people's nishes before the absolute monarchy. 'l'he 
general tone of i.iynster 1 s address rms one of emphasis on the harmony bet';Jeen 
Prince and people, and the concurrence of the King's i1ill with the wishes of 
the people. But when the speech was read out in the assmebly, a @'eat storm 
erupted. The assembly were not in favour of such a subservient approach - not 
thanks b~t demands iJere the order of the day. After a lively debate the address 
v1as passed v1 i th but one minor alteration. However, on its subsequent appearance 
in the press the speech provoked further outbursts and Lynster 1 s merabership 
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of the assembly became ver·y unpopular. These events also succeeded in 
marring"r.~ynster' s joy and pride in the Heformation f'estival (18.36) which 11as 
variously condemned as extravagant and dulL 80 
6?. 
In 'l 0.34- G:ctmdtvig ha.d published ~eE;)Jar1fl)~e~~S~cp.~~sk~Fkc _upar_~is_k_b~"S_r-_~tc1 
( l'he ))anish :)ta·ce ClAu·cll :impartially considered) in r;nich he u.r·E:,ued that the 
State Church is no lont;pr an actual Church, but mere::i.y a J:rurr:an arra.n§3mcnt, a 
~'urthel~, he o.s oc:,~·~s tint libcr·ty o:L con8 cience ll :i.G t!1e 
d.l.licf principle of all religion and every lao abiding citizen 1 s permanent ri&h.t11 
c.nd. thcrci.'ore clcmancls the abolitiotl of the pcr·ish bonds and the liberty of 
the priests so that he is free to speak and act according to his convictions 
in preaching and aci..r.d.nistration of the sacrar.1ents as v1ell as in li turglcal and 
clo una tic Latter s. ; .. yns tcr could not find him self able to accept such demands 
and ne i thor could he support the parallel demands for liturgical reform nov1 
·being directed. at the ecclesiastical authorities from all sides. Some grOUt:JS 
and individuals - such as Faber in Odense, drer1 up alternative prayer books, 
and so in 1 837 the lCa_ncelliet met to decide upon nhat ac-Gion, if any, should 
be taken. There nas much disagr:-eement in the Council as to who should sit 
on a commission to produce a new book of prayer and ritual, and finally 
!irs ted 1 s suge:;cstion that i.iynster should alone carry out the project nas 
accepted. Lynster quickly sounded out opinions about what the nelil forms 
should contain and submitted a draft for revier~ by Academy Direktor r;·aage in 
S,iro as well as by three other distinguished theologians. At last, early in 
·J 8.39, the new proposals Ylere ready for presentation to the King. bynster wanted 
them to be made public but the King insisted that a commission made up of 
Bishops and academics should meet to consider Lynster 1 s sugg,estions. The 
constitution of the commission was announced in July 1 8.38 11hich temporarily 
took the ritual issue off the boil. But the Grundtvigians 11ere not prerared 
to let the matter rest for lons and soon they \/ere as vociferous as ever in 
their demands for the immediate publication of the draft. Dut the com•1lission 
1-.roceeded sloHly but surely 11i th its 'aork and only Professor Clausen proved 
consistently difficulto The matter finally reached the Council in '1841 and 
thence to the Ling. From the l'\ing the new prayer book must EP to the Cabinet 
for approval, but despite i,iynster 1 s repeated reminders to the King the draft 
proposals w~nt no fur·ther and so failed to become effective. 8t The battle 
of rJords \Jhi.ch rut:;ed c.rouncl the ne<J pra.yc:r book px-oposaln uas cspc cially violent, 
with atten·Clon being mainly centred on the nen baptismal forms. One of the 
main objections ~·1as that there \Jere tuo forms for baptism - one for eC.ults 
and one for children. 
!5>rs_.l~ in ':.rhich he firstly objected that the nev; ~litual \Jas to be made 
obligatory, and,· secondly, he com}llained tbat the questions at Ylaptism ':.'ere 
changed so that according to the strict conception of the A::_:.ostles.' Creed, 
which he no':l insisted on, a covenant 11as no longer instituted (by fl.n 
acceptance of renunciation and faith). 1\t,ainst this attack, L;ynster \·1rote 
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Oplysninger angaende udkastet t:!-1 en Alterbo_:g. nhere he deals not only ilith 
G-rundtvig but also nith li;j.:r:~etidcpde and other assaults on hio. He 
complained of ho•.J the extreme viewpoints currently being promoted v1ere 
conducive only to a rending of the Church into several distinct partien v;ith 
none of 17hich could he ally himself o He resisted all charges that his 
draft proposals comprised attempts to unite irreconcilable opinions and 
L. Koch asserts that J.;ynster would have nothing to do \lith the teaching of 
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comprom1se o If the object of i.:ynster 1 s severe retort to Grundtvig 1 s 
charges was to silence criticism from that quarter then he certainly 
had some success. However, as Lindhardt observes,83 'l1Grundtvig's opposition 
succeeded as well and an authorised version of the Ritual has never since 
been possible11 • A ballot of the clergy in 1838 on the subject of the 
loosening of the parish bonds had shown a majority in favour of Lynster 1 s 
advocacy of the status guo,84 and it could similarly be claimed that for 
various reasons (eo g. lack of an official organ such as Nordisk Kirketidende) 
the r1ill of the majority had been thwarted by the agt;,ressive tactics of the 
Grund tvigi.an party. So i~!ynster 1 s prayer poole, entirely Lutheran in spirit 
and certainly of great value as a foundation for further discussion and progress 
in liturgical reform became a dead letter. 85 
"One micht say that around the year 1 8L,.O, I\iynster 1 s reputation reached 
its culminating point. It is true to say that for 25 years he had been 
an outstanding priest for the Da__nish Church as a whole. .!hen he expressed 
his opinion the t;reat majority follm1ed him and he had still never really 
been at variance rlith public opinion - not because he hacl adapted W.Jnself 
to it~ but becc': .. we it haCJ. reverently bo· .. ·co. 'oeneath his clarity of m-i"lcl~ 
his many talents and his overv1helming eloquence(' o 
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c3o \·Jrites Lo Koch and it ·.muld be difficult to disagree with this jud€;D-
men to ~Let YJe shall shortly see l.tO':J the events and mood.s of the 1 o40s were 
to control him and his reputation as never before in his careero 3o j{och 
continues~ 11 Dut the ballot in the ascembly over the loosening of t:1c par:i.sh 
bond.s c·Jas really the last victory in 11hich he can be said to have comf!!anded 
t,eneral support". On the death of Frederik VI political interests came more 
and more into the forefront of' public uffairs and this must have contributed 
to r.;ynster 1 s failure to keep full control of events. But also i :yns ter 
h:i.inself must take some of the responsibility for the failures and disappoint-
ments of his later years. The nm7 situations emerging out of the theological 
and 1Joli tical turmoils of mid..Jt 9th Century Denmark demanded an openness to 
radical change, an av1areness of the limitations of old solutions in the 
face of ne1v and revolutionary problems 11hich it is doubtful nhether Lynster 
possessed. A new form of government was emerging and ui th it a necv Lind 
of authority which put little value on the traditional structures of pov1er 
in Church and State o But lviynster could not adapt himself readily to this 
chang-e, and his very real gr-ief expressed at the death of Frederik VI can 
be seen as a symbol of his heart-felt concern at the passing of the old order 
and the emergence of new conditions which he felt able neither to acceJ?t nor 
adequately controL So at this climactic point in Lynster' s career one can 
say vdth justice~ "The years ·which uere passed had been entirely rich in 
honour and success; but the years to come comprised opposition and disturbance 
h . h "t ,_ . b. t d t. ~ . t'' 87 v1 ~c or en made lllm l tor an some :une s un JUS • 
One of the most bitter disputes during I\\ynster 1 s episcopacy raged around 
the forced baptism of the children of Baptist parents. A~ain, h~ fell foul 
of the Copenhagen Conventicle which concluded that r.;ynster nas too old to 
comprehend the spirit of the times and vJhat it needed. The arguinent centred 
upon nhether children v1hose parents, out of Baptist conviction, refuse to take 
them to be baptised should be baptised nevertheless, against the parents wishes 
and beliefso i.Iynster believed that as Baptists refused to accept children as 
members of thei-r conu.~c~ntim'l bcf'o.re they ore o:f an at:,<:: to make pe:;_~ so~'lal 
profession of faith for themselves, such children must be t:C'eateC. as other 
neglected infants and be baptised into tre contree;e;tion of the State C!1urch. 88 
The dis1mtc reachecl o. head ·.1hcn P. C. hicrket:c..ard. (!.~icrlmt;o .. a.-r-d 1 s brother) 
sought advice on nha.t he should do iJi th the children in h:i.s pD.rish of' 
Foo.ersbore; ':Jhose parents refused to bring them to be ·oaptisod. .!l.lthough 
Kierkegaa.rd felt it against his conscience to enforce baptism against the 
parents' nill$ I~ynster nevertheless asserted that this r1as .:just '.!hat :::hould 
be done. But the opposition proved too strong, wj_th II. N. Clausen, Lionrad$ 
Lartensen, A.S. lirsted and even his ovm son-in-lm'! Paulli standing over ae:;ainst 
hiJn on this issue. 'l'he King himself' norr began to naver and finally he 
transferred his favours from I.;ynster to the 11 pro-Baptistu campo The case 
finally terminated around the year 1 848 I'Ji th the Baptists being recognised 
l .d 1' . . D l 89 as a val re lglous group ln enmarro 
Now vre come to the point early in 1 847 nhen l~ynster closed his memoirs for 
the first timeo He does so in great despondency and expresses himself glad 
to be of an age when he dare hope that he might soon leave this life - despite 
the fact that at 71 he was still strong enough and ready for many more dutieso 
His popularity was on the nane and he kne11 it - not only amongst the clergy but 
also in the political domaino He became identified 1·1i th ultra-conservative 
positions and so v1as the r1hipping boy of' the national~liberal opposition. 
In the final paragraph of Meddelelser r.;ynster expresses his disaffection 
with life ~ its instability and uncertaint-y. Iim:ever, he dares to hope that 
he has not lived in vain either vii th regard to himself or others. He goes 
on 11 lif'e has not been easy for me; however, I have en joyed to the full the 
good things vouchesafed to me; but best of' all was to be elevated above this 
world" • He expresses the hope that he might still be able to drink the 
cup of tears when it is passed to him, and to bear whatever burdens are still 
to be laid UlJon him, a1though he adds in conclusion that the state of the Church 
and of his fatherland is not such as to make him nish for his life to be 
extended wuch longer. But an early death was not to be. In fact, just five 
years le.ter (Septcmller ~ ; 852) [.1ynf1ter took to h.:i.s memoirs at::ain in order to 
correct the despondent conclusion \>'ith regard to tbe Ghurch and the clergy and 
the ~~tateo 11 'l.'hat nhich occasioned this despondency is no;/ pastn he r;ritcs ll 
and he believes that a chant,o has occurred in the attitud.es of the more 
intelligent members of society including the clcrgyo They have discerned 
1.·1hat is to ·be expected of the ner: order and they have moved from a position 
of militant alliance r1i th the revolutionary forces, to one of orthodox 
Christian apologeticso In other nards, they are allying thems0lvos more 
and more r1i th i.:;ynster and v1ha t he stands for; and 1.~ynster finds araple 
evidence for this shift in his clergy's affections in the demonstrations 
of good rJill and respect shmm on the occasion of his Jubilee in the Priesthood 
11ere r1e can quote the second conclusion to Eeddelelser, and 
comparison -r1ith the words of 1 847 will show hm·; ma.rked has been the change 
of mood during this period of five years~ 
"I recoenise v1ith thankfulness to both God and man that my position 
~is a vis the clergy of my Diocese is at the present time as happy as I 
could possibly nish. It is otherwise r1ith respect to the future vlhich 
is impending for the Danish Church. But I shall say little about this 
for everything in Denme.rk at the moment is so insecure that no reasonable 
assessment is possible. In any case, the time must be near rihen in one 
v1ay or another my period of labour must come to an end. But \'Jhether my 
appointed time is to be a little longer, or shorter, the prayer of the old 
hymn ·writer is still appropriate to me: 
11 Vend synd og skam kun___af, 
at med et aerligt navn jeg____laegeys i min grav~" 
r.:ynster' s final feelings of contentment are not so nuch a result of his 
satisfaction at the turn of events in Denmark after 1 847 (his co1nments about 
the instability of the Danish Church makes this very clear), but rather he 
takes pleasure in the fact that he has been proved right and that ma.rw of those 
who once opposed his conservatism have now seen the error of their ways and 
the wisdom of his. '.!e have no space here to deal at length Hith the political 
events which fostered the 1848 revolution, but suffice it to say that an 
exaggerated national self-consciousness inspired by the Danes' successful 
defiance of Germany over the question of the future of Schleswig and Holstein 
was a major factor in the overthrm1 of royal absolutist ruleo Danish opinion 
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sy1llbols of ))enmark 1 s successful sclf=asscrtion over at:.e:hlst C-Grme..ny in the 
p2.st = should. continue to be covcz-nod unc1er the :)c.m:i.sh consti tutiono De.nish 
finally p3rsuaded the King to aCJ.opt thch· intransit;:ent posi tio:1 and his assent 
to 1~ationalist feeling on this issue could not but strenctheu t:bo driv.:; tm:ar·ds 
popular gDvernmento So came the Constitution of 1 &:.9 by r1hich the monarchy 
finally abandoned its claims to autocracy in Denmarko 
11 \Jith little or no strug[)e and sacrifice11 v1rites .I.F o Rodo.army, 
"Denmark propsr had become a limited hereditary monarchy~ in nhich the 
King shared legislative p011er, with a Diet elected by the people o o o 
Freedom of religion, of the Press, of public meeting and of industrial 
career were granted; and all privilege was abolished". 90 
\lith regard to the Church, the Constitution of 1849 declared that "'rhe 
Evangelical Lutheran Church is» as that Church to which the over-whelming 
majority of the people belong, to be considered as the Danish ]'olkek:i,r£e. and 
enjoy as such the support of the State" o Thus it did not call the Church 
of Denmark a state Church but the Uhurch of the Nationo '.i'he document promised 
the Church a constitution and also a special act for dissenters. .tat hough 
neither promise was kept, in actuality religious liberty followed nith freedom 
for nonconformist congregationso It ilas apparent that, in Lindhardt 1 s words, 
11 on the one hand religious liberty was desired, and on the other it was commonly 
r1ished to avoid a break between Church and State" •91 Eence liberty YJas 
tranted, but symbols of the Church-State alliance nere maintained, eogo it 
11as made a condition thc'1. t the l\.ing alnay s should be a member of the Chur cho 
The Old State Church including all citizens was thus replaced by a privileged 
National People's Church without any change in cult or confessiono 
i.;uch debate ensued about the new constitution and partictllarly about the 
paragt"aphs on the 1/ollcel~ and on religious freedom. r:.:. Schack maintained 
that the fo..ct that only the Evangelical Lutheran Church r;e.s to be supported 
by the State \vas incompatible. 11ith rclit;ious freedom, nhilst c. Pall..iidan.,I.';u:Ller 
came to the same conclusion but from a dif'fcrent angle o He argued tbat the 
State should be to the :.:c;vangelical 1uthcran Church as it is to all other sects 
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and so j_n such a liay it coulC. e~::(;;X't a t')sncral inl'lucnce for c;codo ;_ynste:c 
consiclcr0Cl. t!1c parat,:.;;:-a)?h satisfactory because he foL:..1'1<1 it; impossibJ.c that in 
the fOL'SOCablc future Gny religion other than the ZVanc;clical J:,utheran ':·.rould 
.. ith rcc:ard to the po.ratra:tJh on religious freedom~ :inevitc.bly the que;.;tion 
of the loosening of the pari.sh bonds nhich tied the people to porticv.lar lJr:i.estn 
had to ariseo ;.;ynster uas sut>picious of t!'le motives behind such IJroposals 
especially nith ree:;ard to the offices of baptism o.nd buriaL Ee had no 
objection to communion and r1eddings being made an object of choice as to rJho 
should conduct them, but the other offices provided scor;e for those interested 
in gaining support outside their o>m parishes for certain changes in ritual 
and prayer book practice o tJoves to release the parish bonds 11ere, in fact, 
defeated at th..is stage; but those 10ho supported such moves (end especially 
the G-.cundtvigians) r1ere successful in 1 855o On the question of the ~anting 
of specific rights as citizens to leaders and members of sects outside the 
l!'olkekirke, i:.!ynster felt that a special lan should be drann up for ee.ch case 
and v1as against the gr:-anting of privilege under a general statute. On 
these questions, as ilell as on later issues such as the desirability of civil 
marriar,e ( rrhich he strongly opposed over against Rudel bach) i.,yns ter can be seen 
trying to rescue as much as possible of the old order.92 All his amendments 
to the proposed constitution demonstrate his concern to keep the governing 
body of the Church and the Rigsd;~ as closely linked as possible. 
But it was obvious that a new form of Church Government had come to stay, 
and one of its consequences v1as that Bishops such as r.,ynster ·nere no longer 
listened to in reverent awe. The Rigsda___g now saw itself able to pass laws 
and discuss issues without necessary reference to the Church - D, circumstance 
Hhich f;;ynster, vfith his strong inclination towards a close liaison bet\'leen 
Church and State, could not but vien v1ith alarm and dismay. Lo Koch stmwarises 
i,;ynster 1 s reaction thus: 11 In the nhole liberal movement he saw misfortune 
for the State, and in GrLmdtvig' s efforts to loosen all ecclesiastical ties 
he saw a dissolution of the Folkekirl@. and a disintegration of the educatione.l 
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. f'l . l - . ' h 1 11 .I;; L"l · ucncc lt cou_<i e~~erclse m1 ·c e poop .. e o !: ocD. conclu6es !.d.;> history 
of the Dan:i.sh Ghurch '1 Bl 7 = 54 rJi th o.. comparison of the inf'J.uence of !.iynster 
and Grund tvir; on the Gvcn-Gs of this period. IIis conclus:i.on :i.s ti1at aJ.thour;h 
i;ynste:e may have exped.cnccd the Ul.JpOsition of his jJJ~meO..io.te contelJ~oru·(·ies 
to his vier1s~ 11 'l'he present [;3ncration (Koch is rH·iting e.rov.ncl i D70) has .,itr..esseo. 
that all is not as it should be simply because rje have loosened the parish 
bond.s, given congregations the right to choose their minister and created the 
high Schools. J~.na. it is hard]y too daring to tl:..ink tba t the future \'Jill 
become more and more appreciative of i·.,ynster 1 s v1ork~ and, converrely, become 
clearer as to the lopsidedness of Grundtvigianism11 • 94 
I.Iynster clearly felt that this movement back in his direction had be!:,un 
before his dcatho On the occasion of his Jubilee year in the l~iesthood he 
was honoured by the clergy of his diocese as r1ell as being treated to a reunion 
of old relatives and acquaintences Hhilst on a visit to Vall_d'byo 11 He saw in 
this evidence that the opposition of his colleagues had come to an endo 'l'he 
new constitution had not fulfilled their expectations, and they nov'l admitted 
through their demonstrations of affection that their Bishop had not been quite 
so wrong in his opposition to their once violently expressed desires11 o95 
Several of i.iynster 1 s contemporaries have left us their impressions of 
the old Bishop in the period before his deatho 96 So Clo Petersen speaks of 
11 an unforgettable impression" which I;;ynster made upon himo Seldom has he 
seen in one man such nobility and deep wisdom so beautifully united with ld..nd-
ness and human loveo Also, one of the fe~·~ acquaintances of l:.,ynster 1 s own 
age to survive him, A. S. ~rsted~97 got the impression~ on hearing his last 
sermons, of a man who felt the nearness of God and who r1as ready to leave 
this YJorldo However, there is some confusion as to the exact state of 
l';;ynster 1 s health in the months before his death. In his concluding note to 
i1'leddelels~ which he published a few months after his father 1 s death, 
:B'. Joachim I;:Ynster says that there v1as little or no change in r.~ynster 1 s 
condition after the completion of his memoirso He showed the same lively 
concern for the Church and for study, and although he suffered some deterioration 
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Sununer of 1 853 and returnea sound and nello But in a letter to Gude~ 9u 
L:artensen exprcsws concern at ;.~nster 0 s state of health and especially hts 
j_nab:i.li ty to carry out the duties of lcaO.er of the assembly properly o ~.lo, 
in the middle of January, 1 851-I-, he caught a chill, and after only a very 
brief' confinement to bed he dicCl on the 30th of January, a50d 7J year so llis 
eldest son has this to sayg 11 0nly seldom, and then ah!ays in a very fevr 
vmrd.s, did he talk to those nearest him about his death; but rJhoever has lmovni 
him as a priest ancl as a man, have doubtlessly gajned the impression that if 
anyone has been prepared to go hence, then certainly it was he11 • 99 
Lynster rJas buried eight days later, but Hhat happened on the previous 
Sunday \las to prove of more lasting significance o I•' or it nas on that day 
that Prof o theolo l~lartensen, in his capacity as Court Preacher, chose to deJiver 
a eulogy on Bishop Eynster. His text nas Hebrews 1.3, v. 7 f., ana. in the course 
of the address he said 11 From the man rJhose precious memory fills your hearts, 
your thought is led to the whole line of nitnesses to the truth which like a 
holy chain stretches through the ages from the days of the Apostles" o 'l'hese 
words, 1i<hich few people SB.'iJ as particularly out of the ordi.Dary, i'Jcre seized 
upon by K:i.erkegaa.rd and v1ere to prove the spark which ie;nited a blazin~ 
infernoo Kierke gaard was convinced that something must be said, and he said 
it in no uncertain way. One can only speculate as to the probable nature 
of Lwnster' s historical reputation had K:i.erkegaard kept· his thoughts to himself; 
but one can be sure that to many Danes of the present day ·. ·Mynster is the 
Bishop whom Kierkegaard attacked rather than the Bishop whom 1\lartensen praisedo 1 00 
Kierkegaard challenges us to evaluate Martensen's description of Mynster 
as a \Jitness to the truth not only with his life before us, but also 11 the 
manner of it" (hans Liv og levnet). It is to the latter that we now turn. 
Kierke gacrd described I·.~ynster as ''pleasure-loving' or "self-indul[>ent11 
(Nydelll_ss__y_gj1 Oi and it is this assertion as much as any that incited the 
lncligne.. tion of those YJho came to the Bis£10p 1 s defence oi 02 :Tm1 ~ accordintj to 
tha more conunon usa~ of the term, it is difficult to rct;ard l.;ynster as esp0c~ 
ially self~indult,ent, but it is also true that Kierkego.::rd 1.:ould not v1ish to 
usc the term so narrouly as is the customo ~>-ie:dteU.i:-J.rd 1..oulcl noJc hc.va to concede 
defeat if it nera to be shmm that bynster ·uas not the overfed, unc"er~1orlred and 
generally excessively indulged playboy to whom YJe uould tend to apply the 
term "self~indulgent11 , because his application of the term operates not in 
the range 11 average - excess11 but rather in the range n Christian demand = average11 o 
Kierkegaard writes in one place that the paradox of the Incarnation would have 
been no less real if Christ had come as a King on a throne rather than as a 
baby in a manger ~ the heterogeneous nature of divine and human existence 
renders variations within the latter of small importance when in direct contact 
. t" th <> 1 0.3 va h e rormer. Similarly, the infinite qualitative difference between 
the Christian demand and the standards of tb.e v-Forld means that any concession 
to '.'JOrldly rlisdom or earthly pleasures represents an abdication from one 1 s 
obligations to God who is interested in but one thing ~ obedienceo 1 04 
Therefore, \ie must v1arn the reader against bringing any iii1age of Lynster 1 s 
life and behaviour as evidence against Kierkegaard's charges, before the 
theory of Christian discipleship which fostered and prompted those charges 
has been understood and evaluated. In so far as tl1is present chapter serves 
to underline the harshness of Kierkegaard 1 s strictures against l'.;ynster, then 
to the very same extent must it serve to elucidate in existential terms the 
severity of the Christian demand and the radical nature of the choice imposed 
on a man when confronted vrith the God-11\an in Christo 
iie have already spoken of Mynster 1 s childhood days, and especially of 
his life under the repressive pietism of Frederik Bang, his step-fathero 
.L\1 though it would be an exaggeration to say that I~!yn ster felt no respect or 
affection for Bang, it would be equally extravagant to assert, as does 
Erslevi 1 s l!'orfatterleksikon that Iv;ynster found in him 11 a true father". Little 
joy 17as to be had in the atmosphere of the Bang house hold, although the 
vivacity of his third wife Louise, still only a teenager,. could sometimes 
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enlivon the scene = usually at the expense of her husba::16.. 0 s dic:;nityo Tho 
situation nas not hclpcu by the arrival of )~ouise 1 s mother and elder sister 
',iho 11ere called in ·L>y Bang to ma.nace the affairs of the household nhen his 
ycung nifc proved uneq_uo.l to the task. .. i thin tl::.e Jj.mi ts ~.:-!lposeci by such 
a matriarchy, i.;ynster could not enjoy t:Oe full aC..vantages of a norr.1al family 
l.Ue, and_ t:Oe picture r1e h::..ve of him at this time indicates a small~ r,.•ea.k~ 
voiced, introverted youth uho desperately needed a stimulus to self=assertiono 
His upbringinr; in the Bang family had a lastint,, effect on hifil, and the piestic 
severities which y;ere so much a feature of his youth r1ere conspicuously absent 
from his own household. His son tells us that he considered religious 
questions to be no subject for mealtime conversation or in company.1 05 He 
enjoyed listening to anyone talk on any subject without any prerequisite that 
the matter be especially significant. ll. similar reaction against the astrin= 
gencies of his youth may be found in his attitude towards the observance of 
Sunday. Although the mornings should be spent in the observance of religious 
duties ('.lor ship, Bible reading,etc.), he felt it as by no means necessary 
106 that the nhole day should be spent thus. 
So we must conclude that ]·,;ynster' s early years \'Jere far from happy, being 
sadly deficient in the motherly love and domestic security vhich is expected 
of a stable home. 1'he influence of these years on his later life seems to 
have been wholly negative. Neither was his experience as a student any happier. 
1'he circle at 11 No. 511 eave him the chance to meet many new friends and to 
indule;e his taste for conversation on a nide variety of topics. There YJas 
also much emphasis laid on aesthetic subjects, especially literature and the 
theatre and ne rnay assume that not only theatre-talk but also theatre-going 
nas a feature of i.wns ter' s student lif'e. HoiJever, his involvement in a 
uoup i'lhosc members ':Jere generally much older than htmself, and whose 
brillianc0 of Hit and expression tended to e:;rceed m.s onn half-formed talents, 
contrived to create within him a conflict betvJeen an insecure inferiority 
complex and an unyielding ambition to become som0one of importance. 'I'his was 
a real conflict for 1.\ynster and one of the features of his post-breakthrough 
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Christian clen;o.td no\/ wc..C.o e~~pllcit to lrimo 'i'herc is no evidence to uugc:cst 
that i:;ynster lived in a particular zy lavish fashion during his student days~ 
and it took a period in tb i1ol tke 1 s household to cduca te him in the finer 
points of cultured behavioura Por a man nho was later to as & uue a position 
in the forefront of Dcnish upper class society this ~xpe·c:ience o.t I3re[;ontved 
has to be seen as of very great valueo .. e have also comrncnteU. earl:i_er in 
this chapter on the opportunities which his tutoring duties offered for him to 
oiden his reading in modern and classical languages a Yet$ despite these 
obvious benefits, r.~ynster could not be entirely happy in the uneventful, 
often rather stuffy surroLndings of the : .. oltke householdo Jut, on the other 
· o-7 hand, neither v1as he especially anxious to move into a :t?arish 11i thout a Y1ife, 1 
or, nhat \1as of more importance, \Jithout a full conviction of the Christ~.an 
GospeL ':,e may describe hiynster at this time as a man of riide learning and 
interests, diligent in performing tasks allotted to him and possessing a lively 
mind open to all iU.eas v1hatever the school of thought from v1nich they camea.1 OS 
Ycthis mind was in a state of conflict and, unable to settle on a firm 
spiritual foundation, he lapsed into the state of deep depression which preceded 
his great breakthrougho His troubles nere in no iiay related to material 
problems for he had a reasonable income and a howe at Spjollerup v1hich nas to 
his liking "" and, anyway, it seems his rna terial demands vi ere far from 
extravagant a Rather, his Yias a spiritual dilemma v1hich demanded a spiritual 
solutiono This is important, because it lends support to the vieYI that the 
motivating force behind all Liynster' s thinking and acting, throughout his life, 
l . . f 109 Was a re ~g:J..OUS orCeo Although he vras prepared to accept the material 
benefits nhich sornct:iJnes went with ecclesiastical preferment, one would have to 
stretch the evidence more than a little if one is to ar[sue that he nas tempted 
by them and actively pursued thema 
CoLoNa r.jynster explicitly sets out to furnish his readers with "personal 
reminiscences" which, he hopes, will provide some help in uncierstanding 
l.iedcJ.elel·sero ~his is a valu.c'l.ble document, because it sets out a comparatively 
~·-"'--~ ~- ~--= 
objcct:i.ve vic-.;•1 of ;·ynster al thout;:h, \lith J'J6'rccnscn, · .. c 1:-.ust accept that 
it is vc:;r;y t~uch a llX'oduct of filial c.ffection. Also, it m;,s occ2.sioncd by 
Georc Brandes 1 book on I\ierket;aa.:cd (i 877) and is r:ritten in conscious opposition 
to the atte.cl' on ~.,ynoter described in the.t boo~">:. 
~t';;arly in the article, C.:L..l'J. i.iynster deals VJith his father 1 S tendency 
tmnrrcls too hasty judeemcnt of other people. lie describes hmJ Lynster nould 
often have to temper a too string;ent judgement r1i th Je.f.Ln1en~r_ ~e_t_ ikl;e _,~!:l sl~mt 
(I do not mean it so badly), 'llhilst several persons - eopecially pol-Ltj ci.nns 
- r1ho later became his friends, r1ere initially repelled by his ag[;ress i ve 
co;nment. Spiritual pride featured high in the list of Lynster 1 s pet hates.? 
and it is ar 0 ued that it v1as this fault which principally turned r.;ynster 
against Grundtvig and led him to a fairly tolerant attitude torra.rds the 
nationalists r1ho demonstrated gr-eater humility in their conflicts with 
opposition forces. 1\~ynstcr' s wife is seen as especially instrumental in 
preventing her husband from pursuing his inclination toHards too hasty 
decisions and unjustifiably harsh judgements. (p. 10). 
C.L.N. r~ynster spends a good deal of time describing his father Is 
aesthetic interests and especially his tastes in reading, theatre, music and 
ballet. Although the description of i.wnster' s taste in poetry and prose reads 
rather like a library catalogue, the impression still comes through of a man 
nho read widely, in all types of subjects, and who was prepared to enter 
wholeheartedly into current debates as to the merit of various works and 
writers. Particularly as a yow1g man, and in his early years as Bishop, he 
endeavoured to set aside time for light reading, being convinced that one 
should mingle one 1 s theological pursuits VIi th something morsomt (amusing) o 
He had a great regard for Shakespeare whilst 'iWrks which nere deficient in 
true entertainment value and freshness, or which were too intricate and 
over-ornate uere the main object of his stern judgemento ( p. 2.3) o 
As regards his taste in drama, i:iynster had a gr'eat love of comedy and 
especially those plays which, nhilst being amusing, also threvr lieht on the 
serious side of life. Fie r:as an astute critic of actors and actresses but 
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Ho'::over, wusic d1d not feature 
prominent]y anoncst Lynster' s eli versions alt!:lou()1 it nould. be misleading to 
sugL,cst that he \1as devoid of all musical appreciation (p. 25). But he h..ad 
an especial dislike of musica..l evenine;s rihich obliged h:L.: to sit :perfectly 
quiet listening to a seemingly endless musical recital '.:hen all he reo.lly 
im .. ntecl after a hard days VJork vras a chance to enjoy some lighthearted 
conversation • 
. :hen C. L.N. i.:ynster describes his father 1 s daily routine ne get very 
much the impression of a conscientious priest exercising his duties in a 
diligent and unremarkable way. His day began ~·1i th Bible reading fol1m·1ed 
by breakfast and then 11 paper-'.wr!C' • His day-to-day business obviously 
varied according to circumstances, but he always tried to set aside times 
for quiet meditation, conversation r1ith his family and recreation. He 
enjoyed playing cards, although chess vms his favourite pastime ~this being 
fostered as much as anything by his longstanding love of mathematics. He 
made it part of his duty to keep in touch 1·Jith both national and international 
affairs by regular reading of the daily nev1spapers, and he endeavoured to 
incorporate information thus acquired into his prayers and meditations. He 
possessed two remarkable gifts uhich made it possible for him to procluce a 
not inconsiderable authorship concurrent]y ·nith his busy pastoral dutiesa 
]'irst of all he was able to study against the noisiest and most distracting 
of backgrounds,110 whilst, secondly, he possessed sufficient stamina, both 
physically and mentally, to continue his studies lont; after his family had 
gone to bed. C.L.N. f.'lynster recalls how, when he was engaged on the project 
to produce a new translation of the Old 'l'estament, L1ynster would bid goodnight 
to his family and then add Nu skal jeg til at laese hebraisls (ll!ow I am off to 
read Hebren)e He did not gr'eatly enjoy travelling altl.1ough he rrelcomed the 
opportunities provided by his rounds of visitation for reading of all lcLnds. 
His library contained books covex·ing every aspect of cultural life, but 
especially theology, philosophy and history. It appears from hir; son's 
account of his reading habits (p • .30 - .32) that l.lynster had an especial penchant 
) 
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for lesser l;a.oun ·.n·:U;cx·s of hir.; duy ~ e.n<l ua.s ofton ~.tit).1ly cJ.issatisfied -,;i th 
the ~_;ox·l';:s of he gel c:nd rlis 2ollo,rers ~ a.s 1;ell as nith Schleicrmacher 1 s 
do{jllatic productions ~ althout;h he nas attracted by th9 lv,tter 1 s ~)ersonal:Lty 
and preachl:ne;o 
As rc[D,rds the (1uality of life in the ;~ynstcr householcl~ hoSo f/rsted i'li 
;;:ritos that it nmst be described as 11 wodest11 althm;_gh t}li:J docs not mean tilat 
he did no etnertaining. In fact~ l 1'ogtmann, in a letter toP. lijort in i83o/i 2 
subsests that the midday meals l.~ynster provided for hiJnqeJf' Bna_ l!is t;ucsts 
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'.'Jere rather too luxurious, and Christian i:;olbcch in a letter to his son 
describes a meal he had nith i,:ynster in December 1853 r1hich 11 rms of the first 
rank, really quite splendid with four if not five courses". C.L.I·:·. ~.iynster, in 
reply to such sugc;estions, tells us that !.;,ynster ·.ms anxious not to se}larate 
himself too much from the ruling class in such things (as social behaviour etc.), 
although he inYJardly kept himself independent of them.11 4 ~rsted corroborates 
this vier:, and arglles that l.lynster indulged in social manners only in so far 
as this nas in the interests of his pastoral r10rk. he did not pursue such 
pastimes with an eye on the pleasures to be thus en ~oyed. Although r.;ynster 
opposed asceticism and expressed his respect for the honourable pleasures of 
life, he \'las also a1Jvare of the struggle YJ"hich must be endured if one is to 
· t th highRe<2one_r::_.115 CL''r ~- t -' n h" "d asplle o e >:.::= _  •• r~. 1•:.yns -er COii1iHencs • • • e o_emanc)_e 
nothing more of himself or of others than serious conscientious effort, and 
he opposed comfort and indolence in outward thine;s (his son speaks of his 
father 1 s aversion to comfortable armchairs on the gr'Ounds that they 11 pampered" 
people), but he also objected to 11 inner comfort". By this he meant i'ailure 
to recognise the extent to which one 1 s onn will and sense of purpose controls 
one 1 s actions and VJay of life. His son suggests that l.;ynster 's avowed 
opposition to determinism nas a product of his distaste for those who claimed 
that they could not become other than they nerc. 
So we have given some hints as to the kind of life ~.;ynster led as a youth 
and in early manhood, and, vii th tbe help of his son' s reminiscences, it has 
been possible to describe the .manner of his lc.ter life, especially i1is home life 
and distribution of t irne o 1. t is clear that he lived no more ll but certainly 
not much less extravacantJ.y than '."Jould norme.Jly have been c::cpcctecl of.' a men 
in his positiono After all, he '.'lc.s not only FrirJatc of :Ue:DJilark but he also 
l:o.<J. the ee.r of the Kine and e:;njoyed the friendship of :1:ls L1ost distinbuishcd 
compatriots o .. .b..en seen from such o.n e.ngle, his ability to J:.lrotect his 
privacy and enjoy a fairly normal, b.alJPY family lii'e is quite remorlw:ule o 
As YJe have said before, his relationship to such materi2.l benefits 2.-s he 
enjoyecJ. r1o.S more one of passive acceptance than e.ctive J?Ursuance; Ancl. it ne.s 
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on L;ynster 1 s aile bed failure to resist the iJOrldly comforts nhich traQitionally 
\Jent nith ecclesiastical preferrment that I:.:ierkegaard based his chargeso 
'l • Gc_-rl ;Jpr sen::; en~ ~r,~n }';±.crJ~.G?:.arCJ.:.~ ~~~ _bio.fi.:a:Zi._ rne.4 .s~q~~r:J:=i;c;! )~~n_b_lD'~ 
.E_aa _hans _pers_9nlit,D e~ik. l\.bh. 1 965. Vola 5 P• 1 5 
2. 3ee 1. Kochg po_:q )~s_ke~J(-h·kp"s~Ii~s.~_op:1e,. Vola IIi &j 7 = 1851:-. ppsa 281~ = 5g 
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• o a and those rJho have reiterated ancl reinforced ~U.erket,aorcl 1 s assertions 
have demonstrated that they have not been concerned to make themselves 
acquainted nith the man they condewn11 • .i\lthoue;h this is almost certein.l.y 
too hcrsh a condemnation, nonetheless, Koch is right to stress the need. 
for a closer acg_t;.ainte.nce ni th Bishop i'.:ynster • 
.3. So l'J. L:a Plum: ,l.P. i._iyns_ter som 1\r~§,_t~l1_ OJ'L'j~eolo_g,., Ebh. 19.35. p. 16: 
11 )1Jveryone must pass judgement here (i.e. on the issues raised by 
Kierket:aard 1 s and Gruncltvit; 1 s attacks on i.;ynster) on the hn.s·i s of' the 
material 1·Jlri.ch lies before hiw and his orm personal set of values" 
4. The phrase vJh::i.ch Lonrie translates as 11 the issue of it11 (i.e. Lynster' s 
life) is Udgan_gen af bans*_V!¥1Jl.~ vrhich occurs in the text l.iartensen 
chose for his eulou/ on ; .yns i;er (i.iebrmJs 1.3 Vo 7 ,8g n,_'·.Oi'ulucr .·:cJ.crs 
veiledere ihu, som have forl;yndt E<ler det Cuds Ord; og nar i ·oe ... cragte 
UO.t,anE,;en af cJ.eres Vandel, da efter:::',ci'lLcr cl.eres 'iro. Jesus Christus er 
it;acr og idag den Samme, ja til evig 'l':i..d! 11 ). 'l'J.1e Danish "(Jc1_e,a2lL_eJ]; 
translates the C.~eek -r,,~,~ l:t,;,l3:·.t..•:.-t 1/ ub.ich has tne t·,io possiole meanings 
of ;1rosult'1 ana. i1 close11 or nconclusion". (Cf. I Gorinthia.:;.'J.S ~0 v. ·1.3 nl1ere 
liq1t:Y-u-\v' is used as a synonym for l. {odu5 ) • "l.JdEa,ng, ho.;ever~ can 
only strictly mean 11 end11 ~ 11 co.nclusion11 , 11 exi t 11 and \7hether or not 
i:!artensen vw.s referring to the manner of Lynster 1 s death, 1:i.erkegaard 
certainly seized upon this interprete.tion in order to then demonstrate 
just hon little the exit of i:.1ynster from this 1.1orld rcseubles that of a 
II .. itness to the 'l'ruth" (Cfo Pap. XI .3 n 201 p • .).38 and ;\.ttack p. 7 f. 
\!here clear reference is made to i;ynster 1 s life ~11<1 C.cath). i~s far e..s 
ne nre concerned, both possible interpretations of the G-reek text are 
relevant to this chapter and r1e shall concern ourselves as much rii th the 
results of Lynster 1 s life and career as r1ith the manner in which he died. 
'l'hat this is in accordance with K:i.erlcec;aard 1 s intentions is sho;m in 
the article 11 The point at issue nith Bishop ;_;a,rtenscn'' (Attach: p. 21 ) 
5. c. L. N. i.1ynster: Nogle :L;rindringer og Demaerlminc;er OIJL J·.)?. Lxnster,. 
:Kbh. 1 877 P• 1 
6e H. L. I.iartensen: Til Erindrinp; Olll J.P. Iiynste£. Rbh. 1855. P• 5. 
l'lrslev;' s .AJmi.ndeligt l.rorfe~1ter Lexic<lli gives a sununary of i ,yn:Jter' s public 
duties, and is testimony to the variety and extent of his rrork. 
See J. P. Eynster: 
H. Schvr~enfl{.igel: 
l.leddelelser af mit Lcvnet. Kbh. 1 854. pps. ·1 = 5; 
j'akob reter Eynster. Kbh. 1900 - 01. Vol. I P• .3. 
8. See Schv1anenfl~@;el: op. ci_i. pps. 4 - 8 
9. See Olui' Lundt Bang: Livs I.:inder. Kbh. 1 929. pps. XXII = .iL'CIV 
11 • 
l.ietldelelser p. ·J.3 
ibid. P• .38 
Sec B. firstec.l: J,P. L'iy4ster op;herg:J.k Steffens. Kbh. 1965. '.L'his is a 
big book devoted to the documentation of 9Trsted' s belief that Steffen 1 s 
influence on l.iynster 1·1as dominant in dctermil1.:i.ng the main lines of the 
lc..tter 1 s mental and spiritual clevclopwent. On Lynster 1 s loneliness at this 
time see ~· pps. jO fi'o 
19 
15o 0ee j,bi_Ao ppso ·106 fo; :Jch:JancniTuc,el; OQo_ci_t. PIJS. 28 = .30; 
Vl'rstcd~ ~ _cj.)~o i.J)S o 14 7 f'o 
21. Ecd~c_lelse£ p. 151 o ::>ec J;irc;cnsen; P.Jl? _qAt• pps. 26 - 7; ;ial Kochg 
.QJ2..__<?._:i.:_~. po 1 M-o '.ihcther l.iynster had a particular person 1 s breaktt!.roue;h 
in mind nhen he ...-,rote these words is a matter for speculation. 'i'he 
experiences of Oelenschlag;er and Sibbern have been cited in t~1is conneection 
by }irsted (prJs. 470 = 492) rrho is far less inclined tha .. n C.Lo:J. ;,y.L13tcr~ 
Lartensen or Schv1anenf'lugel to tal:..e i.,ynster' s 1.;ed.delels~ account of his 
breakthrough at face value. He proposes various ulterior motives for 
the manner of J.iynster 1 s account (e. g. to shm-r the "avral:..enedu that he, too, 
hc.d experienced a dramatic spiritual enlightenment) o In this pDrticular 
respect, a good deal depend::; on Y1hetr.er i.,ynster wrote his memoirs uith 
the prospect of publication before or after his death. Lynster 1 s son, 
vvho edited and published the v.rork vFas clearly surprised to discover it( see 
Preface to L;eddelelser) and we may resonably conclude that ;;ynster did 
not Virite his memoirs vri th a vietl to scorinc; points against his opponents. 
Here YJ'rsted is attributing motives to bynster 1 s account more devious than 
the evidence can support. 
II0\1ever, in general the trend running t!>.rou€)1 .!acge, Plum and Wrsted 
towards a more critical approach to the Lleddelelser is in itself a healthy 
onee Plum and lirsted detect a drastic foreshortening by Lynster of the 
time-scale relating to the breakthrough. ':!.'his is to be expected YJhen 
the intervening time between the events and i'.iynster 1 s recording of tJ::em 
is as long as 50 years. l3ut a sense of proportion must be kept when 
taking liberties with i.Iynster 1 s account. I!'or e:xample, although 9J'rsted 
has done nell to bring to the fore the obviously strong influence of 
;)teffens on i.iynster, his enthusiasm breaks reasonable buunds when Steffens 
is heralded as the dominant influence. At this point the f:!eddelelser 
accolLYJ.t seems nearer to the truth. 
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. .'harcas it is vite,:i to have an insight into the life and pet'sonality of 
[v;ynster in orCl.er to fully understand the values at stal<..e in the 11 Attack11 ~ 
there is rather less neeo. to delve deeply into ~:artensen 1 s backgr·ounclo i.~ynuter 
was called 11 a witness to the truth'1 and the justice and sitpificc.nce of such 
a designation can only be appreciated in the light of i1ho r;ynster. nas and 
~hat he represented. 11 Hynsterish Christianity" and 11 Nevr 1'sstament Cbristianity11 
stand as the poles between which the Christian must choose if he is to 
authenticate his faith existentially. So bartensen, by his sermon~ is but 
the occasion for the '1 Attac~1 whilst the person of Bishop l>~ynster lies at 
the heart of its meaning and purpose. 1 
However~ l1iartensen remains a central figure in the events of 1 854 ~ 5 
and v1e shall benefit from a closer awareness of his life and \lorko 'rhis will 
be of value not only so that v1e can say Hith Denzil Patrick 2 11 and it \-ras a 
man of that stamp who called Bishop i{.(ynster one of the genuine VJitnesses to 
the truth of Christiani ty~ 11 but also in order to elucidate the irony of the 
fact that the representative of the 11 cold and futile objectiveness of spec= 
ulative divinity' should herald the chief personification of "the tepid 
3 
objectiveness of conventional Churchrnanship11 as a vdtness to the truthQ · 
Here we shall limit ourselves to a study of i.iartensen's life and \'Jork only 
u1) until the time of Kierlregaard's "Attack!', followed by a study of the 
relationship betv1een the two men. 
Hans 1assen I:iartensen was born on 19th August, 1 808. His father~ Dans 
Andersen h'iartensen, was a sea faring man who rose to the status of ship 1 s 
master. His career at sea ended with his being captured by the English in 
1 807 and imprisoned for 5 years. On his return to ]'lensborg he took up 
teaching and writing on nautical and commercial subjects. He had a great 
love of the Danish language and Danish culture r1hl.ch he passed on to his son. 
On the other hand, kiartenseri 1 s mother 1\nna iviaria, v1hils t possessing a 
lively mind and an abundance of energy v1as not on the same c~c.ltural level 
as her husband. She nas brought up in a home which looked to the South 
sha spoke uootly l~rman and in :lact r;rote her auto-oiou·aJ:Jny in Gerwan. It is 
.A.rildsen 1 s vier1 that from his mother Hans j~assen inherited an optimistic 
1 (; /,_ of' life ana. e>lso his inc ination t0'.7ards the :arman lc.ngue.geo. 
i.;e;-ctensen first \Jent to school in :C'lensbor g and he recoro.s no1l too 
fe.vovrable impreo;sj.ons of the predominantly ratlonalistic unO.ertone of the 
. 1 5 curr~cu tun. -~chool lessons \Jere conducted in German nhilst at home his 
father spoke only Danish. 'l'his latter fact proved important when, in 
September 1 8! I, Hans Andersen took the family from Flensborg to Uopenhagen 
in the hope that his books ,-~ritten in Danish, YIOVlld appeal to a wider public 
there. Now the son made his first acquaintance with Danish nationalist 
feelings and in his autobiography he was later to recall the decisive 
importance of this move for his conce:r:·n to protect all things Danish as 
6 
regards Schlesvlig. 
'i'he l.iartensen family came to Copenhagen at the beginning of a period of 
considerable stress for Danish economic life. The collapse of the Na tion.al 
bank in i 81.3 and the loss of Nor\·my the follo-.Jing year vw.s not only materially 
damaging but also emotionally demoralising to the people of Denmarko But 
these things only indirectly concerned a boy of eight, and L1artensenrecalls 
that his most vivid impression from these years is of the neformation Festival 
of 1 81 7. Unti1182.3 liiartensen attended V. 1Jesten 1 s Institut H-here he found 
gr-eat difficulty v1ith mathematics, little interest in Classical literature 
but was gr-eatly attracted to Danish language and literature. He read I"Jidely 
in poetry, prose and drama and admits that he studied more v1hat he Hished 
rather than what he was obliged to study. He led a quiet, introverted home 
life over which his father's death by drmming in October 1 822 was to cast a 
dark shadow. He describes his love for his mother and how he discussed 
everything vnth her, but nonetheless he has to conclude that his upbringing 
during this period was far from healthy. He had fen contacts of his own age 
and so became left to himself for longer periods than was desirable. "l•iy 
nature led me tovJards an introverted life" he nrites "and as~I lived in my 
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inner worlci a:od could abandon myself to it without beint; O.istu.rbed, so tho 
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external 11orld became more unimportant to me than should have been the case11 o 
however·, at the age of fifteen, i.!&'tensen moved to the i.ietropoli tan School 
and so, in !lrildsen 1 s \Jords, began 11 a new, and &.s re t;ards his eo.uce., tion e.nd 
d l t . . f. t . d f h. lif ll 8 eve opmen ·, very s~gru ~can perJ.o o J..s e • His entry into this 
fine school was only made possible by his mother's nillingness to sacrifice 
her mm best interests for those of her sono 
!.'Jon I·.'iartcnsen found b..i.mself in a far more res:p.:;ctable and so:::>histicat~cl 
envirorunent than beforeo He C01runents very favourably upon the school buildings 
and he settled dovm to the work required of him - first out of a sense of 
obligation but this soon became a real love for academic study. Classical 
languae;es and literature dominated the curriculum and i.Iartensen acquired a 
strong affection for philological studies. But the school also provided 
plenty of opportunity for wider reading, and under the guidance of one of the 
school's most illustrious teachers, Paul I:iartin Ivi¢'ller, I.iartensen became 
acquainted \'Jith "virtually the whole field of Danish poetry and a great deal 
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of foreign poetry as w·ell11 • He had made the close acquaintance of another 
pupil~ Prederik Bornemann, and together they became especially attached to 
Oelenschlager 1 s poetry.1° 'l'he headmaster was N. L. N:i,ssen who commanded 
little respect from his pupils nhen he nas teaching, but is praised by 
tiartensen for his maintenance of discipline and authority without forsaking 
human compassion. 11 Perhaps Nissen 1 s most decisive effect upon Iviartensen 
vras that by his naturalistic interpretations of the miracles, he first acquainted 
r.iartensen with rationalistic ideas and thereby was the first to provoke his 
life-long antipatby towards this school of thought. At the school, i.iartensen 
also came under the strong influence of J. C. Lindberg who, recognising the 
peculiar talents of this particular pupil, set out with vigour to win him to 
the Grundtvigian cause. I.iartensen was suitably impressed by the personal 
attention he received at Lindberg's hands, and nhilst he never adhered in 
any significant way to Grundtvig 1 s basic teachings he was not prepared to be 
put off at this stage by Nissen 1 s warnings against becoming too involved in 
thls dire etimlo '.l'he pupils 8).!0. ste,ff' of h\e schooJ became very much involved 
in the current religious debate betv1ccn Eo l';·o Clausen and CrtL'l.dtvig, ttnd a 
great <3.eal of G.eba.ting onsuedo ·.:e gather :Lrom r.:artcnsen that tne ax·suments 
soon C<.:J.le to revolve around the very be..sics of GJ:rc-:i.stian bcJ.ief e .. nd that 
there vJas stirred up a great deal of excitement :i.n the souls of man.y of the 
pupilso As his teacher in relit:;ious subj~cts La.rtensen hs.d Po Ao Plum \lho 
nas a disciple of Ho No Clausen. So it is not difficult to understand that, 
under the dual influence of Plum and Lindberg i.:artensen became deeply :involveCl 
in the tlir_l<;e_st.o,F_lll currently dominating Danish Church politicso 
Of great significance for r.iartensen at this time v1as his reading of 
vJhich v1as published in 1 823 and appeared in ))anish translation as Om_ den l!'als_~ 
Theolo_g~den sande 'i'roe tvm years later. This 110rk made a threefold 
impression on bartensen which Arildsen calls ·1) aesthetic (he was captivated 
by Steffens v thouc;.ht on mythology and fantasy; 2) religious (he read nith 
interest, but also with a degr·ee of personal detach'rnent, ;:aeffens' descriptions 
of the inner life of the true Christian) and 3) speculative (the most abiding 
impression he got from the book was that of the totality of existence). At 
this time, having been exposed at the Metropolitan School to the main theolos:Lcal 
options currently in vogue, the young hlartensen v1as attracted to a doctrine 
such as Steffens 1 which emphasised the point 
11 that it must be possible to offer a vievr of the v1orld and of life 
in which all that has significance for existence - nature and spirit, 
nature and history, poetry, art, philosophy - comes harmoniously tog;ether 
in a spiritual temple in v1hich Christianity is the midpoint dominating 
and explaining all things11 o 12 
'l'hese last words \'Jere v~ritten many years later, and when talren together with 
i.;artensen' s >fOrk as a whole they are sufficient tribute to the profound 
significance this book of Steffens had for himo \ihether Lindberg or Steffens 
rms the dominant influence on i'aartensen during his last years at the i·.;ctro-
poli tan School is a moot point ,13 but either \'Jay in 1 827 he left to become a 
university student - having by virtue of his orm diligence and the merits of 
his teachers, enjoyed a broad education, and fully justifying the glovring 
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recoL;ucncJation ;.·1~1ich Nissen subuitted to the tl!eo~.Of,i.ce.l fc.cv.J.ty on his bche.lf o 
So ~.;artensen bege.n his studies in tl:>.eology at the ·cn:i.versityo · .. hilst 
in his fli~st year he heard lectures on philosophical and philological topicsp 
-it nas clear from his last year at the Lietropolite-.n School that the stua.y 
of theology nas to be his main obj.9ctiveo He becan his studies at a time 
\Then 11 a fruitful avm,kening of new ideas r1ent through the whole of prates tont 
Christendom'' o 1 4 Hationalism rJo.s on the defensive~ ':Jhilst the Systems of 
Hegel and Schelling :-Jere comn1anding ever· 1·1id.ening rCS}"ject and. ~chleierma.che:;:- 1 s 
t:C.eology was encouraging moves u in a deeper Christian direction in both 
religion and theology" . If ne add to these trends the spread of the 
11 Anakenings", the grordng por;er of Grundtvigia:o.ism anCi tl~e consistent influence 
of ;:ynster we can acquire some impression of the exciting challenges facing 
a young~ lively, thirsty mind like i.iartensen 1 So As ree;e.rC!.s the theological 
faculty itself~ :dal Koch sums the matter up thus g "Certainly none of the 
Professors v1ere strong personalities such as to arouse enthusiasm~ but they 
r1ere nonetheless all compstent in theit subjects, solidly proficient and 
capable of \!:irming the students' respect1'. 15 C. J.o' o Lornemann was 11 Summus 
Theolot-us11 and he registered strong protests against "d~£.2llodepn~_mystisk~.~ 
2.h£l.ntg~s_ii,s)~~J;[atllf..P..hilos_ophi~11 o16 Professors Po :;!;0 l'.iuller, anCl .. Jens ipller 
ilere both alike in having passed through 11 a religlous development frora a 
vacillating position between Kant's Rationalism and German liberal1heology 
to a fully evan5elical standpoint" • 1 7 But the faculty's most significant 
and influential member nas Ho N. Clausen nho nas closely associatea. 11ith the 
rationalist cause in Denmark although he was also under the influence of 
.hl. b 18 ~c e~ermac .er. 
i·.Iartensen did not possess the sort of personality vrhich rushed into 
alliance with one school of thought or another. 11 In my individuality' , he 
writes, 11 there was an inclination not so much to become the disciple of one 
individual teacher, as to take up the various current trends, nork upon them 
in wy onn way and thereby :fashion for myself a conviction and a standpoint 
19 I could call my own11 o .Arildsen describes Liartensen 1 s psychological 
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com::_Josition as '1 rcligJ.ous = specule.tiven c.nd assertc; t~-:at he. \.ot-~<3- only be at 
rest with a theological point of vien nhich could cor1bjne 1)oth tmse positions. 
'l'lms ho r,'as attracted to Gteffens and so it rras toot in his stuCJ.ent years~ 
he sarr his bc.sic problem to be the uniting of' fni th c~11d l;no•:Jlcdr_a ~ theology 
and philosophy. ;.iartensen 1 s autobiouaphy gives the :impression of' a fairly 
:oarmonious spiritual development durinr; tll3Se years, but it seems ce:r:·tain 
that thinr;s nere not as easy as tl-'.e older uan recalled them. Le speaks, in 
a letter to L. Gude :in 1 853,20 :in terms of his 11 first youthful years~ his 
stuuent years and first breakthrough11 uhilst J. B.. Paulli, in a letter to 
G. P. Brammer, is more explicit aml states that i.iartensen had endured 11 the 
difficult fight against doubt11 • 21 Just how difficult was this struggle ne 
may not lmow, but, it is certain that he did not e so ape the inner turmoil 
which YJas a feature in the early lives of most of the r;reat religious figures 
f . . 22 o the t:une. 
During his student years I.iartensen sought 11 a harmonious Lmification of 
faith and l:nO\CJledge11 • '""hilst Grundtvig 23 and H. N. Clausen 24 influenced 
1\" t . 1 . h th" . fl f s. bb t . . f. t ?.S bar ensen 1n us searc , e 1n uence o 1 ern ·was mos Sll:fll 1can • 
In the v7inter of 1 831 = 2 f.iartensen heard .Sibbern lecture on Christian 
philosophy and he vras deeply impressed. He records that here he learnt 
11
'rhat r1hen Christianity is the truth then the Gospel must not 
only be accepted because it stands m·itten, not only because it has been 
handed down by the Church, indeed not only because it addresses itself 
to our conscience and our hearts, but also because its truth is 
recognised as intellectual truth being in itself objectively real and 
valid11 • 26 
J,iartensen records his thanks to Sibbern for having sown so many seeds in the 
young student 1 s mind which were later to grow and blossom. Because Sib bern 
did not put forward his Christian philosophy in a printed form it is difi:'icul t 
to determine precisely the nature of these seeds, but certain it is that his 
influence is to be seen in many aspects of l.iartensen 1 s thought. I.;artensen 
records that Sibbern 1 s Christian philosophy "was basically a speculative 
theology. He adopted a standpoint from i'Jhich he led us not only out beyond 
--'; .:.{ationalism, but also beyond orthodoxy and Grundtvigianis'·; vrith their 1 crass 1 
concepts" • 27 ho.7ever, despite the great influence Sibbern had on Eartensen 
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tLo latter never becalilc H ::;ibber·n:i.mP o 
sane seoki1.J.g after a role for Christian spccuJ.'l tion, a rcins-Gatewent of thought 
niti1out thereby ignoring the vo..lid impulses of' f:cclinr;o ~L'l~e religious ana. 
t ' l t. .. b .. h 1 • ...h . l ?.C3 !le s::e C1LG. J.Ve !t!US G 0 G DC tJ.Ve:O. well' p ace o 
iviartensen confesses tl'..at, at this time, vJhilst he lookoo. upon Lynster 
nith :1 cleep respect;; he rras basicelly i11. a(?Teement ';Jith the G:cundtvizians in 
their deprecation of the future Bishopo IIe hee.rd several of i.iyns ter' s sermons 
and read his publications, but he ~-J'as not so inmresse<J. as to be able to SP.y 
11 that I now had a standpoint nhere I could rest or, vrhat is the 
same thing, from \7hich my further development could proceedo o o o I had 
to seek the solution to my ovm problerno I sought the unity of faith 
and lmowledt;eo i.,y religious concern \'las comr.Jensurate \"lith my speculative 
concern - they nent, so to s veak, as one o I could only rest 11hcre both 
v:ere satisfied at onceo Her~ indeed was much that I could not find in 
Eynster, and which !.~ynster could not give me o o o I did not be come a 
Grundtvigian, but nei thor did I become i .• ynsterian'1 o 29 
In pursuance of the solution to his problem l·.'iartensen also 11fel t dra1m 
him lf.IO • th k f ~ hl . h nd -·· l _3Q to immerse · se · ~n e nor o ;:>c e~ermac er a Hege o Although he 
11as conscious of' the gr-eat force of personality pervading the former's work 
he also identified certain deficiencies in Schleiermacher ( ioe o lack of teaching 
about the last things, the 'J.'rini ty and knowledt;e of God 1 s nature) o Anyway 
11 l'liartensen could not identify himself intimately with a God of the feelings, 
but needed also a God for thought" o 31 Hegel, on the other hand, represented 
11 a major contrast to iSchleiermacher. lie YJould have nothing to do with the 
viev1 that religion should ohl.y be linked to the feelingso He desired that 
thought should be a basic motivating force in Religion11 o.32 In Hegel I.iartensen 
found the demand for an objective world-viev1 in which all the orthodox 
do§llas reproduced in 11 a new and fresh form" again come to be recognised for 
their objective validity. Ee goes on: 
11 by studying Hee;el there arose in me the notion of a point of view 
which, with a 1'rini tarian backgr-ound, understood Christ as the mid-point 
in existence, understood the Universe as a system of concentric circles 
all pointing tovra.rds the innermost circle in v1hich is Christ, and only 
in him is there to be found clarification and understanding'. .33 
J:~ovJ ~-~·tensen 1 s total YJOrld view ni th its centre point in Christ gains a nerr 
Trinitarian dimension as a result of lie{:,-el 1 s explorations into the nature of Godo 
But still r:ie.rtensen has doubts as to the conclusiveness of Hegel's system and 
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he f:i.nds in tD.oso cr::;_ticismn nl1ich accuse Eegcl o:L tl.1reatcning oath the 
int.lividual existence and the Christian revelation 11 much to thinlc and meditate 
3L•. 
unod'. · 
£esides his studies~ LC:J,rtensen e.lso under·::;ook some j_Jrer:..ehine; a~1a. tutor•:L~15 
during this perioa .• 
the homiletical and catcchetical examinations \iere supervised oy l1o G:·. Clausen~ 
and it 1:1as before the latter that ;·,;ar·tensen preached. tiartenscn tells us 
that his tutoring duties nere undertaken 1Hi th his eye on e. future aca.C..em:ic 
career although only a feH· students came under his supervision at this time.35 
Two of them became famous as opponents of I-,1artensen - tJ.1e Grundtvigian, Vilhelm 
B d 1 36 d c•L -··· ke d 37 . . . d d . .. ke d irke a an . upren 11..2er gaar o L.artensen llltro uce 1~1.er gaar to 
~chleiermacher and soon became av1are of the fact that this student nas excep-
tionally gifted although he regrets his iilClination tor1ards sophistr-y. 
So i.iartensen 1 s student years drew· to a close. Ot~ account of this 
period had tended to centre around his quest for a solution to that particular 
proble~n v1hich was of so much concern to hiru, and in so doing v1e reflect the 
orientation of his own memoirs. Just exactly how true to the facts is this 
account we may not be able to tell, although we may safely concluded that 
Martensen's recollection of events in later life could not but be to an extent 
.38 colot~ed by subsequent events. Ho1;1ever, on the basis of such evidence as 
is available, Arildsen's summary of his subject's development during these 
years is sound: 
11 
'rhe result of I•.iartensen 1 s student and first Candidatur years 
(1827- 34), seen academical~, is that he had still not found a firm 
stand point from r1hich he could develop his 'Totality view'; whilst 
personal~ he had not experienced the religious breakthrough which was 
precise~ the ~siQ.~ gua no:g for his attaining the Christian stage at 
which his religious - speculative psyche could develop itself' into this 
total Christian vien of life and the rmrld11 • .39 
He has manifested in himself signs of a.deeply religious disposition, but 
as yet he has not achieved that perspective necessary for the conversion of 
his vievl of Christianity as an object of scientific study into an awareness 
of Christianity as a poVJerful, personal force in his life. 40 It v1as thus that 
i.iartcnsen set off nith Bornemann on his grand fore;ign tour in 1 8.3l~-, and 
ho\·.revcr much ho '.7as conscious at this tjJne of the tensions \Jithin hjm 9 he 
was to get no further than Berlin before tho :.L'ull tratUna of a spiritual crisis 
ma<le :h:;.m a\;are of his need to come to terms 1Ji.th t!1e reeJ_ity of the Gh.ristian 
O.etn8,DCto It is to this wo s t i.mportcm t period of iiartcnsen 1 s life tha. t ue 
now turn. 
'~That the great journey abroad 'ilhich is traditionally reckoned to 
belong to the realms of the theologically cultured, has meant a gr-eat 
a.eal to many young Danes thus draee;ed army from the atmosphere of home 
to breathe the air of the e;reat ',.orld cannot be disputed; but for no L::i 
one has this journey sigaifiP.d more than it did for the young ;_:,J.rLenst:n". 
Although his travels lasted only two years, lilartensen devotes approximately 
one fifth of his memoirs to a description of them~ thus reflecting their 
significance in the memory of the older ma.11. 42 .ie shall obviously be unable 
to devote so much attention to this brief period ,but r1e shalJ,. try to give 
some impression of the journey nith especial reference being made to those 
aspects of it nhich were to prove instrumental in forming i.;artensen 1 s subsequent 
character and theological disposition. 
His first stop was Berlin where~ in his ovm words, ~l Hegel was dead, but 
his philosophy continued in full flower". Hov1ever, it was lJrecisely whilst 
Martensen was in Berlin that the rift in the Hegelian school began to manifest 
itself .. The differences of opinion largely revolved around questions 
concerning the doctrine of God, personal liamortality and the person of Christ. 
Strauss named the two parties 11 ri ght11 and 11 left" He gelians, and this de sig-
nation adequately reflects the degree of disagreement between the representatives 
of the two groups - a rift which was destined to become very much vrorse. 43 
Generally speaking, Martensen was very disappointed with Berlin University 
and he nas indeed unfortunate to have made his visit at a time when the 
pursuance of' specualtive studies at that university was in a state of flux. 
He naturally slinipled all that Berlin had to of'fer by way of preaching and 
novel ecclesiastical practices~ as well as enjoying the theatre, the music 
and the social atmosphere. Ho·never, despite finding much to interest him 
both"in lif'e and academic study" he v;as nonetheless 11 quite lonely'' and asserts 
that his "really good times \/ere reserved for the study where he became 
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g_ 
i~ncyclopaedia11 o ' • •. hether the rift in the Ilet;elian school had a correuponCl.ine; 
effect upon Lartensen 1 s inner thouchts ~ or YJhethcr he \}as simply the victim 
of ~J~w·sico.J. pressures, certain it is that between january and. i1.pril ·i tl3~ 
he undernent some kind of climactic religious CXl)Crienceo 
He nas first bescit,-od by a physical illness~ -;·ihich fostered a stacc of 
hypochondria manifesting itself in scepticism and insecurity i.n resr;ect of 
those things about nhich hitherto he he.d retfl.inerl a position of confidence 
and stability. l'fow 11 all rcali ty both in the \"lOr ld of things and of' tnought 
dissolved into naked shadows 11 • i.:artensen himself confesses to finding 
expl:ma tion of this experience difficult, but he is of the opinion that at 
one time or another the conflicting forces in our make-up must come into 
collision and resolve themselves into a do!i1inance of one over the other -
the creation of a situation providing for a decisive choice is inevitable. 
He asserts 11 nhat fought in n1e was the opposition betHeen Theism and Pantheisrn11 e 
All things spiritual nere now up for questioning and the whole personal debate 
centred upon the possibili~r of reconciling Theism's concept of God as 
objectively revealed and the tenets of Patheism. Pantheism indeed contained 
a dee;ree of 11 incontrovertible truth" satisfying his need for a living God v1ho 
truly is present and active in the '.iorld, a God whose fullness pervades earthly 
existence and is thus in decisive opposition to II the lifeless God of Deism11 e 
But i,)artensen also demanded that ~'the divine decisions reveal themselves :L."l 
existence", he demanded a unity of thought and existence and was thus attracted 
to Hegel's logic. So both Theism and Pantheism fosteredelements necessary 
to the solution of his problem, but how were the tHo to be reconciled? 
The very positing of the problem in this nay made Lartensen aware of 
the one-sided bias of his previous religious positiono He had been too much 
preoccupied vvith intellectual speculation nith the result that his faith 
11 had become represseci and inactive beneath ·b:ii.s crcat intellectual endeavour". 45 
How it became clear to him that intellectual awareness is only one aspect of 
existence and that 11 it is faith 11hich sustains all our lmm,·ledge of tho personal 
9L:-
C..~d a;::td .1Li.s revclationo 
significance derives life11 o 1:.e learnt that the riddle of humon life rras not~ 
as lie tel thoug(1t, merely an epistemological ri<l\lle but G. riddle of .hi"·\tl 
d1ich illUr.d:; be resolved in. life~ in exintenco [1such as Ghrist)ani ty tcg,chcn 
uso 11 If one is to become acqUD.inted nith the personal God then it is a 
basic requirement that one should become personally related to hiro; other1rise 
knov1ledge becomes merely 11a shadO\/ play of our ann concepts e,nd constructions" o 
Non i.1artensen hwl made the appropriate and necessary course correction, na\J 
he •;ms able 11 to bring faith and lma\·Jledge into the right relationship to 
each other in his ann personal life"~ no longer to indulge in futile specul-
f . 1 ~-6 a tion or ~ ts arm sa reo 
It is clear from l.Jartensen 1 s memoirs that this r1as by no means a sudden 
conversion experience v1hich dramatically turned. h:i.s life upside dmmo He 
tells us that although he soon recovered full physical health~ the attairunent 
of the correct spiritual balance which the Berlin crisis instie;ated was to be 
a much longer processo Arildsen shows hon aspects of i.iartensen 1 s earlier 
·1:ritten r1ork and sermons display an attachment to the scriptures and traditional 
vehicles of religious authority every bit as strong as that which characterised 
his latter life. 'l'he conclusion to be thus drawn is tlla t i.iartensen 1 s break-
through was not into a field of religious experience and awareness previously 
unlmown to him, but rather it i7as the elevating of the religious in his 
nature to its rightful place - qualif'ying and uniformine his hitherto over-
emphasised intellectual predilections. By his breakthrough l'.iartensen attained 
to a standpoint - 11 principally a metaphysical jumping-off point which could 
satisfy lJ,is thought and feelings as well as his personal needso A foundation 
which could support the Christian totality view of life and the '.forld~ the 
unity of faith and thought, of thought and existence nhich represented for 
him the goal of his lifeo 11 47 'fhe choice between Pantheism and 'l.'heism is 
not for i .. artensen an "lUther -or" but a 11 J3oth-and11 - the truth is to be found 
in some measure in both points of view~ and by recourse to these truthful 
strands a position can be attained at which faith and knowlede;e are mutually 
related in a peroonal religi.ous life. :!!'rom here on La.rtensen sets out to 
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define a::1CJ. clcscribe -'che theory behind this coherence -.ron at s0111e cost but to 
h . t l t. f' t. l:..8 2S cr.ea persona Sa 2S ac 20llo 
:Ln April 1835 the tim travellers left Berlin end proceccleCJ. to Heidelberg 
IJhere i.iartenscm became enpecially intcrcstecl in Co Jaubo j]e foun<i .Uauo 1 s 
renearches into speculative theology of {;r'eat interest a~ though he h11d to admit 
that he ;1 did not find that in which he could. rest11 o t.,.9 Dy experience ; .. e.rtenscn 
he.d learnt that the conflict betvreen '.i'heism and Pantheism had to be resolved 
in terms of personal catet,ories = it is a question of the fund!lrnente.l. rel?.tion-
ship betvJeen the personal God and the ht.unan personality, bct;·,een Creator and 
creature a From this perspective reason is not enough. Hather ~ conscience 
enters upon tl~ scene to play its part in ensuring that the attitude of 
independent self-sufficienty so tempting to reason is qualified by an awareness 
that true fulfilment is only to be fotmd in God and in absolute dependence 
upon himo Such personal concern i.iartensen found wanting in Daub and it was 
not until his next stop at I\;unich and his meeting with Fr. Baader that he met 
another spirit operat:ing along similar l:ines to his onno 50 Be..ader had an 
especial affection for the mystics and especi(llly Jacob Bobme, and his often 
vitriolic attacks on the philosophical professors vYere largely concerned with 
emphasising their failure to give full weight to this aspect of Christian 
experience. Here, as indicated above, r.iartensen found a spirit in tune with 
his own, a spirit which vigorously opposed the debasement of philosophy from 
a Christian to a human science, a spirit anxious to reinstate personal 
experience of God as prior to all speculation as to His nature~ 
as he says himself, Martensen did not become a 11 Baaderian'1 • He could not accept 
the emphasis on nature which he found to be too strong in Baader, and neither 
could he fully ally himself with Baader's theosophical position- although 
Llartensen does admit that in respect to mysticism several seeds riere sown in 
his mind at this time by the i,;unich philosopher vrhich were only to blossom forth 
some time later. 5'1 Hatl'Jer, Baader 1 s influence lay mainly in the direction 
of lending SU!Jport to an independent movement which was part of i.iartensen 1 s 
orm personal development. .As .fU'ildsen observes, ;,:artensen 1 s relationship vd th 
Baader 1 s thought provecl :L'rui tful :b..is nhole l:Lfc through~ Dno. he conti:aucd 
to hold h:i.m in the greatest possible respect 11 nithout therefore becoming a 
blind admirer and Q.ependent disciple of the Cc.tholic philosopher in I.:unich" o 52 
La.rtenscn uas norJ firmly este,blished in an ep:i.steitlOloe;:i.cal posit:i.on based 
upon the old motto Gr_~d_() .U:.~.In~Jl~o 11 Fa:i.th is primar"j1 ~ he \Jri tes ~ 
11 understanding is secondary and consecutive13 o 53 Only he 1·1ho ms m~1)erienced 
the truth of' Christianity in his own soul can begin to have any uncJerstand:i.ne; 
of God ~ only i...'1 his light shall \ie see light~ Non specule.ti.on ne.n rroceed. 
from a true perspective no longer founded upon human reason but upon faitho 
Nov• r.~tensen felt at ease within himself after the upheavals experienced in 
Berlin = not because he has attained to a v1holly new position~ but because that 
perspective which had been v1i th him in only a confused and unbalanced way when 
be left Copenhagen nas novi clarified and consolidated. He had been put to 
the test and had enjoyed the best possible results. 
The travellers' last stopping-off place was Paris ,.fhere ;.:artensen rt;:ad 
further in the mystics although his time rias large],y spent in aesthetic pur sui tso 
After a short stay, i.Jartensen and Bornemann, in the Autumn of 1 836, left for 
54 home. 11 We both brought away with us a gr-eat deal which must nov1 be I fOrked 
upon further" wrote hiartensen, and he expressed his nish that he might be able 
to contribute towards the revision of Church dogmas and to the raising of 
Danish academic pursuits 11 to the heights of Danish Poetry" o 55 
So Liartensen 9 s 11 gt'and tour" vras at an end and it must be judged to have 
been an unqualified successo Not only had he met many of the leading person-
alities on the contemporary cultural scene -Steffens, Daub, Baader, Schelling, 
David Strauss, Lenau and many others -but also by a programme of study which 
embraced the Church fathers, ivieister Eckhart, Dante, Hegel and the romantic 
poets he acquired a truly European cultural refinement. Few people back home 
in Denmark could match I·:iartensen 1 s experience and it was clear that, aided by 
a big reputation in the rmrld of German theology, he was destined for a 
brilliant career. Even though he had been exposed to such a galaxy of 
theological stars he had yet still avoided becoming a slavish adherent to the 
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vierJ s of any one of t!1em o He Vias ever on the look out f'or o. solution to 
hi.s particular problem and it vJas his intention to seek assistance from all 
available sources Vlithout oblieationo )J'inr•.lly ~ it 1Jas l•ro :Gae.c.er '."Jho supplied 
the stamp of coherence to i.iartensen 1 s thougl1ts foll.m;i_ng the ilerlin crisis~ 
and so from tl:>...en on it YJas from a nen v..nd stabilised perspective that the 
young student pursued his itineryo One of the most remarkable features of 
i:Ie.rtensen 1 s trip is the extensive diversity of his experiences. 
assume that his letters and memoirs do not tell us everything of importF>.ncp, 
that happened, but even on v1hat evidence we have v1e can draw conclusions as 
to the openness of l.iartensen 1 s consciousness to the \'lhole gamut of aesthetic, 
cultural and academic experience currently on offer in Buropeo Everywhere 
he went he enjoyed a full and exciting social life whilst he still found time 
for extensive study and attendance at lectures. Added to this he developed 
ideas for published norks on religious, theologica~philosophical and aesthetic 
subjects. 
In the period betv1een his return to Denmark and his appointment in 
April 1 838 to a post in the University, !:iartensen prepared his dissertation 
for his Licentiate, and defended it brilliantly in mid4837o It was entitled 
"~utonomia conscientiae -~~gqe in theolog:iam dogt.!laticam nostri teigE~i.§. 
intrl)du<Uill:" 56 and it signifies a break ni th Hegelian philosophy and its 
principle of autonomye Religion does not glean its validity from speculation, 
rather speculative thought requires religion as its fundamental principlee 
Human self-knonledge, or conscience, demands first of all that one be lmown 
by God and therefore man cannot know the truth through his ovm unaided efforts. 
The truth can be known only from a theocentric standpl)int and man is tmable to 
reach this standpoint on account of his creaturliness and sinfulness. So, 
all w1derstanding presupposes revelation and faith - and yet from this position 
it is possible to attain to a speculative understanding. Here , aGainst He gel~ 
Martensen asserts the irnpossibili ty of thinking without presuppositions. ~·ian, 
says I.;artensen, is a created being and that presupposes a creator. Llan is 
ultimately therefore not autonomous, as I~nt seemed to sugt:,esto Both the 
place too much emphasis on man as the sround of trutho .;hat is ',"Ja:nte<l is 
spc;culation based. on faith in Go<i; lmo,rleclge I'Jhich 9.ccepts the fear of Goo. 
as t!.1c be gi::r~r!.:n[~ of iiisdOJao 57 
'lln the ace.cJ.emic vJorld the Licentiate dinsertation bocaxne the: ob~~ct 
of' Jr..ind acceptance and becamG~ in fact, lv~rtensen's first literary trium:p}fl o 
So nrites Arildsen (p. 1.38), and Liartensen himself aclmm1ledges that a it found 
not a little recoglition both here at home and also abroa.o.". 58 GJeP..rl.y 
l.i<U"tensen had come home from his travels to offer Danish theology something 
new. Over against i.:iynster he asserted the claims of speculation, over against 
Heiberg he prescribed going "beyond He§3l11 Ylhilst he confronted the theological 
faculty with a new thesis supporting the case for a greater emphasis on 
objective authorities. ~.iartensen had obviously projected a point of vie·w 
nhich could not easily be ignored, and t'here is some good <leal of truth in 
the assertion that this particular work can be seen "as introducing a new era 
in Danish theology" o 59 
It is ~·1orth dealing at some length with a controversy vrhich arose indirectly 
out of ldartensen 1 s dissertation. J o A. Bornemann r1rote an article as a 
response to L;artensen 1 s thesis in which he stressecl the need for the present 
agp to go beyond the traditional postulation of irreconcilable opposites. It 
was demanded by the present spiritual climate that unity and coherence should 
be brought to life's diversity. This demand is met by the Hegelian world.=view 
which establishes the unity of objective and subjective, of nature and spirito 
11 In theolo e;y11 nri te s Bornemann 11 both r-ationalism and s uprana turalism are 
· d t' h h h · a.· a" 60 ant~quate points o view w ic belong to an a~ v1hich as s:mce ~st:J,ppeare .• 
These vmrds immediately aroused l;iynster 1 s antagonism. lie saw here a t-ypical 
example of the He [;Clian tendency tmvf!rds the blurring of concepts, and the 
abandonment of fundamental principles of logic. i:;ynster expressed his vim'fs 
in an article enti tled,;Ratio~nali.§.!!le - Sl..!_@'aJ.}atur~sm~~- 61 
l\;ynster argued that if r-ationalism abandons the necessity for revelation 
in God 1 s communication with man, whilst supranaturalism bases itself precisely 
upon just such a ~evclation tben it is clear that religion 1cust adopt one or 
other of these principles, and. if one of thew :i.s :in fact dew. then the other 
must be living and dominanto f:i ther one accepts this dicbotor:w or one 
ins:l.sts that mediation bet11een th~se tno alternatives is ii!ipo::;sibJ.eo Tl:ere 
is an either=or, 11 one can me<liate betrJeen contrasts (l.ods_a_~tn·~_·'l_b), 'bu:~ no·i:; 
bet'.-:een contradictions (Eo}os_j£eJsq_r) 11 o Ra tione,lism and s u.praf1E. tu:ca.lisr:1 G.:CG 
d . t' 62 me ~a lOno 
Not surprisinr;ly, r.:ynster' s article aroused the hegelian thinkers to 
make so1;1c response and so Heiberg duly published a pa1~er entitled 1 '9...m.~C~_l}tF.Q:­
c1:i,c_t_~~l~~--=--- o.~scJ,;_l!csJ_O!!§JFJ:nciye"t o _En 1:9_t2-ds)'~-~~ep~e}:)ep._i.n€'J 1 63 As the title 
sugc;ests, this nas concerned main.ly rJith establishinc; the lo[;iccl validity 
of Hegel 1 s position in the face of i:iynster 1 s criticismo Of more sig:.r:d.:ficance 
Though not an Hegelian in I:eiberg' s sense, 
i ·artensen felt that he had certain obligations to speak on defence of Hegel on 
account of his having been largely responsible for the current interest noiY 
being shovm in his nork in Dcnrnarko 
I.ia.rtensen begins his article \~ith a tr5.bute to ~!ynster 11 whom we have to 
thank for some of the best things in our spiri tua.l existence11 , and he says 
that it is his intention to appeal to Eynster 1 s own \lords and thoughts in 
orcler to try ana. come to some agreement on their apparent:cy diverse opinions o 
r.~artensen first ob j~cts to ~,;ynster 1 s contention that supranaturalism is one 
pole in an either-or which excludes all continuity and mediation YJith other 
standpoint so Christianit~, as typified by tbe doctrine of the Incarnation, 
does not content itself i-Ii th an either-or but goes on to establish a third, 
mediated position involving both-ando He says that from the standpoint of 
the Christian revelation "the concepts about the supranatural cannot become 
real without being mediated through tbe natural, and so must contain th:i.s as 
a factor within itself" o This gives the warrant to speculative theology 
It is not 1.1 pantJ.:cist but~ on the 
cont:r·~...r·y" a noble Christian thoug{lt" that God \,ould not be spirit if'~ as 
Consequently sp3cule.tive theology attains to t.md.3rstanclin[~ in the 
strenGth of the divine thinking itselfo This is nhat is involved in tbe 
doctrine of the immanence of divine thoughts in l:uman thinld.n;;o But does 
this not leacl to mysticism, if one contends that the eye ni th ·t1l1i ch (-iofl looks 
upon man is the same as the eye with n hich man looks upon God? Yes it does, 
says i'.iartensen" but only if this supranaturalist view is not held together 
with a degree of rationalismo This identity of vision must be mediated through 
the real111 of objectivity and especially through history's highest objectivity -
the positive, factual revclationo 
At this point appeal is made to Ibgel' s dialectic r1hich is based on the 
conviction that ult~nately all objective, universal contradictions (!,ioq-
si~lser) in the intellectual sphere can be mediatedo Amongst these 
lviodsaetninger_LLiodsir;elser are to be included faith and knowledge, r cvelation 
and reason, pantheism and theism and last, but not least, rationalism and 
suprana turalism o 1/hils t s uprana turalism will ba ve to ti ve _up its c.ependence 
upon empiricism and positivism, and inst~ad of continuing to rely on inner 
or outnard experiences or upon God 1 s inscrutable pene_:e_laci ~um, it will now 
not be able to rest until it has made the truth of Christianity known as 
11 gr-ounded in God 1 s thoughts and God 1 s nature" o So historical, psychological 
and anthropological standpoints will become taken up into the supranaturalist 
position, and rationalism and naturalism vlill be recognised as necessary factors 
on the way to achieving the standpoint of "the Idea" o 'i'his must be seen as 
a typical progression in the history of dog]lla in which can be seen the continual 
mediation of opposed doctrineso 
l'.iartensen 11as prepared to leave the controversy there as regards its 
public prosecution although in private he did exchange views with IV!ynster 
resulting in the latter's conclusion that 11 l11artensen ViaS not nearly so firm 
llm;ever ~ i;;ynster still ~·JantcCJ. to te.l<:e tbe debate 
further ano. so~ in '1 8L:2 he published an article entitled ".Qlll d.e ~~o.t¥)~ 
~_r!CiJJ,e}:11 • 66 In this puplicatio:n l':Iynster deals li1ainJ.y \')i th the Hegelian 
tendency to abuse the correct sic;n.i.f'icance of terms like 1a principle of 
exclusion11 ~ ''principle of contradictiorr' and ll principle of' identity0 • :~~ven 
if' in common usage mutualzy exclusive terms have tend.ed to become blurred 
and indefinite, the vrorld of thought still has a duty to define its concepts 
67 ;~ith clear-cut decisiveness. It is necessary to be clear that 11 A is A~ 
A is not not-A and therefore A is either B or not-B11 • It is this clarity 
in defining thought's internal differentiations (i.e. between principles of 
contradiction and exclusion) that r:;ynster finds most lacking in Hegel, and 
in his disciple Heiberg. He also turns against Martensen 1 s dialectic and 
affirms the necessity of positing a decisive either-or over against l.~artensen's 
synthesising both-and. By failing to define terms unequivocalzy one ends 
up by allowing 11 quite disparate conceptions to spill over into each other o. o 
One acquires no knowledge when one mixes designations, which are introduced 
precisely in order to keep separate opposing concepts11 • I~~ynster emphasises 
that he does have sympathy with Christian speculation because by it one can 
establish the ttunity and synthesis of the speculative and the historical 
eJ.sernents ••• the Idea and the J!'act11 • Hov1ever, he could not help entertaining 
certain misgivings about speculative theology and he concludes his article 
by disassociating himself from lviartensen' s theocentric standpoint which claims 
to be able 11 to see from above dovmwards11 (at :;;ee ovenfra nedaQ.). ~.!ynster 
insists that 11 one can also see the Highest from below·, and wheri one holds 
this constantly before one's eyes, then one ascends towards it". 
This debate has been described at some length and in some detail because 
it is felt that here are exemplified important facets of illartensen's and 
fiornster 1 s make-up which affected Kierkegaard' s attitude towards them. ·we 
have already referred to the misunderstanding between ~;&nster and Martensen 
over what they meant by rationalism and supranaturalism; and Yle have also 
sug5ested that here is betrayed a significant philosophical naivety on 
L1ynste.r 1 s pe.rt. V. Kuh-.:' maintains that hor.revcr debata'i:>le rm.y be Lynstcr 1 s 
vindication of the treditional scholastic expressions~ he really represents 
in th1 s ar6UIJlcnt the one 11 rJho protects deeper truths against being r:ashcd 
" an 68 hil 0 -··· i oxJay by a womentary ra , \i st • Uaage nre;ues that Lynster s analysis~ 
definition and distinction eventually triumphed over 1Ieiberg/L~'1!'tensen 1 s 
f . 69 u synthesis, speculation and luctuation. l{Jynster s religious concern lay 
less in thz academic field than in the pastoral and ecclesiastical. He had 
experienced a breakthrough which resulted in a more decisive avJareness of 
nhat is involved in calling oneself a Christian, and a clearer definition of 
the differentiation between Christian and secular valueso God assumed a 
position of glorious transcendence in i,{ynster's mind, and any project in the 
direction of man's salvation must come from God's initiative alone. He has 
become personally ar1a.re, through his own experiences, of the need for divine 
revelation in the face of human finitude and helplessness. On such a 
thzological foundation is built rwnster' s belief in the opposition of supra= 
naturalist and rationalist thinking = an opposition which one attempts to 
mediate only at much cost to one's awareness of tbe decisive and exclusive 
character of the Christian option. 'I'he world of thought exists, according 
to l:iynster, precisely to prevent the blunting of the differences bet·l'leen Goa. 
and lvlan, time and eternity, revelation and reason; and in the firm belief 
that the He§elians have abdicated their responsibilities in this respect, 
hiynster must make his protest. 70 
Yet does not Martensen also accept that speculation must be first 
102 
grounded in faith ~ Credo ut Intelligam? Did he not also undergo a break-
through (albeit, perhaps, less personal and passionate than Mynster 1 s) which, 
with Baader's help, made him a·nare of the one-sidedness of his previous over~ 
intellectualised position? Has he not also, with Mynster, rejected He§el's 
emphasis on human autonomy and re~throned God's transcendent supremacy? Indeed 
he has, and yet he is here prepared to defend the Hegelian dialectic in the 
face of Iv;ynster' s oppositiono \lhy is this? Here, I feel, vue have a ~limpse 
of L~tensen as 11 the Professor11 Kierkegaard so bitterly attackedo Here he 
can be caur;ht, as it uere, playing at thcolo& ~ in his ele;Jlent as he 
manipulates concepts and evolves dialectical progressions. In his memoirs 
r,:artensen denies being an Hegelian 71 and on the basis of the lectures 
delivered about the same time as this controvcr:.>y, i:1e is clearly correct. 
But this non=Hegelianism is far less easy to substantiate simply on the 
basis of this article on rationalism and supranaturalismo Eere he appears 
almost as Hegel's defence council, ar~uing the latter's case even though his 
conviction of its true r;orth may not be aboslutely n.b.ole=:b..eart.ed.o 'l'he 
difference bet~·Jeen l.(ynster and l';iartensen at this point is that, even if he 
:h.ad been responsible for bringing Hegel 1 s thought to Denmark, and even if' his 
dissertation had provoked an indir~ct protest, Ii.ynster v1ould not have been 
prepared to make his deeply felt religious feelings subservient to the scoring 
of academic pointso 'l'hat l~Iartensen nas in fo.ct guilty of such practices is 
underlined firstly by his rather self=conscious confession some ten years 
later that i:~ynster's stark positing of the either-or had subsequently been 
of some influence upon him, 72 and second~, by his admitted reluctance to 
ul . bl' f d . h ~' 73 -. ' ind ge ln a pu lC eu w:Lt •aynster. In •lartensen s behaviour at this 
point, Kierkegaard v10uld clear~ have found some stimulus for his criticism 
of the "Don" or Professor who in respect of the truth "understands not a 
single word of it all, he construes it all as a learned problem11 • 74 
Nov1 we can return to Martensen's nork at the University. It v1as in 
fact his lectures on speculative Dogmatics which 11 i:r;i the course of a short 
time created his fame and established him as one of the leading personalities 
in the cu,ltural life of Copenhagen11 • 75 f1iartensen saw it as part of his task 
to introduce his listeners to the current philosophical trends - and this, 
of course, meant IIegelo Immediately a new and lively interest began to be 
shown in the study of philosophy and Hegel's views became the standard against 
which one assessed one's philosophical position l\:iartensen recalls that his 
listeners tended to divide into clearly def'ined groups. First, there 1·1ere 
those r;ho opposed Hegel unconditionally; second~ there were those uho took 
He gel seriously and tried to come to terms vJi th him (although many of this 
e;roll:t;J coulo. :not unclerstan.d hor1 and why i-.iarten.sen lL:_'llself ,.?as not f1ef,alian -
they could not sec th ...at despite his methodological dependence on 11et,el ~ his 
presur.c;ositions rrere fundamentally different); ana. thirdly those, pa,J:'t:i.cule,:r.ly 
of t:1e Ee t:.elian left~ V!ho realised i~iar tensen 1 s deyian.cc from tl1ei.r. ne.s ter and 
opposed hjJn bitterly on po,ntheistic a-oundso 
'l'hat such confusion prevailed as a result of lv,artensen 1 s lectm'es Jnay 
be seen as an indictment upon the lecturing itselfo However, this is 
probably too harsh a ,iudt,-einento i·.tartensen •;;e.,s hie;hly praised on c.ccount of 
the quality of his presentation, and it must also be remembered that to many 
of his listeners Martensen's lectures opened up a vrhole new world of ideaso 
It \'Jvuld have indeed been remarkable if they had met vlith iwmediate and 
universal comprehension" Ho·;·1ever, it 1·wuld appear that i11artensen did not 
make sufficiently clear his teaching about 11 going beyond .Hegel11 o He ad.rnits 
that he v1as unable to convey Schelling's and Baader's thoughts to his audience, 
whilst his use of Hegel's dialectical method in conjunction with his attack 
on Hegel's fundamental presuppositions, must have bewildered those not 
sufficiently versed in Hegelian categories as to be in a position to contemplate 
11 going beyond11 the gccat German mastero 77 Here too, we may see i•ia.rtensen' s 
academic "speculative" inclinations dominatLYJ.g over his "religious" perspective a 
Clearly he had supplied vrhat the times demanded vri.th his union of religion 
and thought, faith and reason, theology~philosophy and poetryo However , one 
is left >wndering whether, in these early lectures, he was over-intent upon 
establishing Hegel's method, consequently failing to get across the Christian 
priority which he had learnt through his spiritual crisis in Berlin and his 
contact with Baadero Nevertheless, be that as it may, lf.artensen well 
deserved the recognition he received between 1 ~_o and 1 850o In fact he was 
appointed Professor extraordinarius in 'rheology as early as 1 840, the King made 
him court preacher in 1 845, and in 1850 he became Professor ordinarius" 
Unf'ortunately 3 i.iartensen has not left us detailed records of the contents 
of his lectures on speculative Dogmatics and v;e can only make educated guesses 
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at their contentso However, towards the end of the decade (1849) Liartensen 
79 this YJork \Je can gain some insight into the contents of his lectureso 
This is not to sum~.est' hovJever' that i·.iartensen Is thought Ul:.dcr•;!ent no 
J\rildsen looks back upon Lad;e:nscn ° s progress 
in the 1l:_Qs and concludes that these 11ere years in rJhich he graduB.lly moved 
tmJard.s a position over against the He5Blians of the left, wJ:rils t at the same 
time he advanced in the direction of a more 11 k:irJ.s.cl~h.ib.,e_lAsl\! 1 positiono 80 
There is almost certainly significance in the fact that the boo){ 11as published 
under the title "CHRISTIAN do§Ilatics11 rather than sr,eculative dogmatics nhich 
was the subject of the earlier lectures. Ncm Liax·tensen is intent upon giving 
full expression to the priority of the 11 religious11 over the 11 speculative11 in 
the field of systematic theology. He makes the point negatively thusg 
"Do@Ilatics •• o is not a mere historical exhibition of nhat has been, 
or now is, true for others, nithout being true for the author; nor is it 
a philosophical lmowledge of Christian truth, obtained from a standpoint 
outside of faith and the ChurcW1 o 
He goes on to argue that dogmatics manifests an "intellectual love of Christian 
truth ~hich ••• is inseparable from a personal experience of Christian trutW'.~ 
This approach to dogma tics is not different in kind from Hartensen' s earlier 
position; but now he is consciously restoring balance to his thought nov1 
that the pio11eering spirit in the dissemination of hegelian ideas is no longer 
a priority. 
As regards its form and style, I.1artensen 1 s book is superb in its classo 
He shows a marked ability to use words as felicitously as possible and he has 
no difficulty in giving suitable expression to the most involved thoughts. 82 
Hal Koch remarks upon the solidity of the structure in which 11 the parts grow 
naturally out of the whole" 9 
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v1hilst Arildsen declares tbatg '1 It vras in the 
truest sense of the word a theological system which Martensen created, orientated 
as it was out from the metaphysic of the Trinity and developed in systematic 
clarity and architectonic elegance" o B4 The starting point is God ~ his 
nature and attributes, and his hypostatic composition. Then the work evolves 
under three main headings: The Doctrine of the Father (the Creation, the Fall 
~ 06 
ancJ. Gou. 0 s l;l.'Ovidence); 1'he Doctrine of the Son ( Gl:.r:tst 1 s Person and \Jork) 
and the Doctrine of the Spirit (this deals mainly with the origins and evolution 
of the Chu.rch) • 
It is a1jparent that certain main cha:ractE;ristics present thePtselves in 
l\:ier tensen is cle ar.ly fully convinced. ni th r.e garcl 
to revelation's absolute truth and speculation's relative value as a vehicle 
for Christian lmowledg0, and his Qo__em~tic)~ reflects overall his efforts to 
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unite both. This quest after a unity of revelation and thought reflects~ 
in its turn, i\1artensen 1 s inclinations toVJards a 0 totality-vievP of creation 
uhich v1e have identified as a prominent feature of his student days. Arildsen 
malres the point thusg 
"Overall, unity is sought in multiplicity. Points of transition 
and lines of cohesion betvreen the different developments are demonstrated 
in the major as v1ell as the minor parts; points of contact are pursued 
with sustained zeal and general success11 • 86 
A dialectic~mediatorial thought process is employed to demonstrate,on the 
one hand, the opposing factors which comprise existence and, on the other hand, 
the overall unity pervading existence. 
r.Jartensen thus employs an Hegelian dialectical method as the framework 
for his thought, but he rejects Hegel's presuppositions regarding Jjuman autonomy. 
Nartensen comes through as one governed not by philosophical but by theological 
speculation. He is convinced of the truth of Christianity independently of 
all speculation, 87 and he never for got the absolute difference between Christ-
ianity and heathenism in his anthropological consideration. However, this 
is not to imply that he managed to apply the dialectic-mediation principle 
without difficulty. H¢'ffding is highly critical of Niartensen on this very 
point. He argues that, notwithstanding his claims to pursue 11 higher unities" 
Martensen sets this principle aside when it proves awkvv-ard. 86 Here might be 
cited the sections on Grace and Freedom (where God's almighty omniscience and 
human free vJill present Uartensen with real difficulties when he pursues their 
mediation); and the sections on eschatology VJhere ~:lartensen is forced to 
admit that the t110 alternatives of universal restoration and everlasting 
condemnation represent an antino:ny which must be left 11 as a crux of thought 
nlri.c:n never shall be, never must be solved by the C.:hul;'ch r.1ili tant, or i'rom 
~. . t f' . c89 L'lVr poln· o v ..Le\·1. It a~pears that at these poj~ts cracks be6in to manifest 
themselves in i.!:artensen 1 s e;reat systematic edifice. 'l'he e..ttemp-c to furnish 
S;?~cuJ.ativc thout;ht vii th a siutificant role in tho evolution of cthine 
revelation ·~ the :i..nspiring thought behind i,:artenson 1 s ear.Jy v:ork, and 
especially tlm lectures in the early u40s - seems to be capittliatinc to 
I.!artensen 1 s ethico~religious Christian perspective '.Vhich vre have seen as an 
ever present, yet mainly dormant feature hitherto. 90 
Ho·never these shifts in perspective must be seen larg-ely as the exceptions 
1ilhich prove the rule. In whatever directions r:iartensen is r:ork \'laS to move 
in the future, around 1850 he is still operating as a predominantly speculative 
systematic theologian. His methodological presuppositions are Hegelian and 
£1~-i~~~»o~~ti~~ must be seen as in a direct line of descent fro~ those 
thoughts inspired in the younger man by Steffens 1 lectures. Here is precisely 
Martensen 1 s attempt "to offer a view of the r10rld and of life in which e,ll 
that has sie71ificance for existence - nature and spirit, nature and history\! 
poetry, art, philosophy, - comes harmoniously together in a spiritual Temple 
in which Christianity is the midpoint dominating and explaining all things11 o 
.Since those early days !llartenscn has experienced a religious crisis and 
breakthrough, and the marks of this more profound, personal Christian awareness 
can be discerned in Christian Dopmatic~. But this stamp of personal religion 
is not so strong as to suppress, or even significant~ temporise the mediating, 
systematising tendencies of the dispassionate 11 Don11 • Althou~< having many of 
the disadvantages of e;eneralisations, Hal Koch's summary statement still has 
some merit. He writes: 11 o o. the dialectical interplay betYreen opposites which 
are constantly being joined in a higher necessi~ is, as is so often the case 
nhen it is subsequently subjected to critical examination, not much more than 
empty vJord play11 o 91 He 5-oes on to argue that this is one of the reasons why 
I1·iartensen 1 s work failed to have any significant influence upon the clerm.r' s 
preaching. Cl~. Ga.rbo makes a similar point v1ben he comes to analyse 
I.Iartensen's theological status at the beginning of the 20th Century. 
Cleo.:cly his in:Clu.ence has decline<J., says C::trbo ~ o...nd tilis L~ust bs attributed 
to the f'e.ct that l'1is vwrk nac too much a prod1.~ct of the ld~aJ.ist speculative 
climo.. tc in nhich he opera teclo 'J:'he intellectual concerns to l'.nite thoug!1t 
ancl beint; is no lonr;e:r a clo:rtinant one~ ;;r.i th tllo re:sv~ t that ~- UY'tensen 1 s th8olot:_;y ~ 
based as it is on just such a concern, begi.ns to lose its appcalo The 
inference can suxely be c1rarm that Liar· ten sen 1 s lc1ealis t presuppositions nerc 
so strong as to blind later readers to what spiritual value his r10rk ma.y 
have contained. 
Admittedly i.iartensen stresses at the outset his intention to treat feeling, 
perception and volition as joint features of' religious psychology - the one 
gaining no valid precedence over the others. They are all authentic psychological 
forms based on the sure foundation of faith. Thus far, I.\artensen is rejecting 
the Hegelian rationalist position and is moving towards a more voluntaristic 
perspective. H. A. Durfee writes: 
"Rationalistic emphasis which made the reason the central faculty, 
either metaphysically as far as the cosmos was concerned or individually 
as far as the metaphysical self was concerned, was continued in modern 
cUlture, reaching its climax in Hegelian rationalism11 • 92 
Liartensen intends NOT to make reason the central faculty and yet a readin6 of 
his finished work is sufficient to convince us of his failure to abide by his 
intentions. 'rhe burden of his I?_omat:j_cs is the demonstration of the role of 
reason in uniting the antinomies rrhich pervade existence until the multiplicity 
has been conscribed within the boundaries of a great Christocentric uni~. 
Jill and feeling take decidedly subordinate positions as the system evolves, 
and it is soon apparent that h'iartensen is guilty of falling into the trap 
nhich he himself had marked, i.e. the overemphasising of one of the three integcal 
features of the religious psychological position. Eere, as in the 1 8.39 
controversy with i.lynster, ;.:iartensen has allor~ed his speculative predilections 
to 5ct the better of his ovm best intentions. His dogmatic system fails to 
reflect his orm, deep~felt religious passions and so he gives further ammunition 
to Kierkcgaard in the latter 1 s assault on the Professors nho lecture objectively 
and dispassionately on subjects r1hich convey eternal significance for the 
exis tine; individuaL 
Eo' .. 'cvcr $ be-fore vJe turn to C:l.eal specificdly ni tl1 Kierkeg&'lrd 1 s reaction 
to Lartcnsen 1 s publication, ne shall look briefly at the general reaction. 
certe.inly reflected the feelings of the majority of cultured people in 
Deruna;d.~ rrhcn it described Gbr_~s-~ian Dof]llat~c.s as 11 definitcJy the most 
sit;nif'icnnt nork our theological literature has ~roduced". 93 It nas 
r1idely read ataongst a broad cross-section of the literate public P and. tastimony 
to its appeal io to be found in the necessity for. a second edition to be 
printed within tilelve months. Translations \·;ere published in French, G-erman~ 
English and Swedish and l~]artensen recalls rrith relish the extent to rJhich 
his work became the subject of lectt~es ~ even in Rome! 94 But opposition 
soon manifested itsel£'. 95 
Lartensen had not mentioned Kierlre gaard by name in his Doge. tic:;.~ but 
there rrere several flimsily disguised references to the latter's 11 Jottings 
and aphorisms, nhims and flashes11 as rJell as to his anti-Hegelianism and 
religious individualism ( 11 his arbitrary, atomistic religiosity11 ). 96 Such 
comments could not but arouse Rasmus Nielsen vrho nas at this point in his 
fluctuating career a firm disciple of Kierlregaard. So, in September 1 84.9 
appeared Nielsen 1 s article entitled I1ae;. S. Kicrkegaards 11 Joh?lliles CJ-imac~s11 
2~X:.·~H. l.1e£k~se!1s_.'~Chri~ognatilt~ un~er~~.!ld.e lll1llle~~e.· 97 
Nielsen declares his concern to be the extent to vJhich Christianity can' be 
an object of objective lmoVJledge or do§llatic speculation. He sees it as 
Johan..11.es Climacus 1 service to have raised as primary the individual's 
relationship to Christianity rather than Christianity's truth in and for 
itself. In such a context, problems relating to God's nature and purpose 
are removed from the realms of objective speculation into the sphere of faith. 
He reiterates Kierkegaard 1 s positing of paradox as characterising the highest 
truth with the consequent substitution of Credo. qua absurdum es"t! for 
Nielsen seizes upon the aforementioned admission 
i:artensen made regarding the impossibility of unitine the eschatological 
antinomies of universe.l restoration and everlasting condemnation. i'!,artensen' s 
Lis i'c.~il<..lce to soe tl1at thi::J basic irreconcil2..b:ility is cbaractcristic of all 
Cb.ri:::;tie,.n truth •.!hich is founded not on the principle of nea.iat~.on but on 
l'liclsen ·.-.'a.s supported in his atte.ck by P. tJ. ;JtiJJ.in.::; nho pnbl::.sl:ed. 
9J~!..~t:le,l!;. Lilu~:)~d ..te~ }-'~Jc:sEA~£_e/:._)l_:o~o.e;,__ V~~den JfJ..'''~~ _ s_~crlJ.J{G, Ilenr;YXL~iJ-:. I:r.~~:~. 
1:1::'1r.i_c_n~s,e,Jlsc .~.C,~iJ>.Jc~~~~-e~_P,~on~ ~iJ~',~;.i~i)~=hsJs .::l)_o,Jppl~s_ls .t\.Z~a..l_~~l_~g;. 98 f1tillinc 
rms no doubts B.bout the fact that the attempt to unite such heteroe=:m~on.c; 
concepts as faith (hope) and lmov1ledge (objective certainty) is basea. on an 
illusion. He dv1ells at length on the qualitative difference bet1,een the 
ve.luc one puts on reflexion be :Lore and after one has come into a condition 
of faith. L;artensen is supposed to be uri tine; out of faith and yet he is 
still trying to put a pre-faith value on scientific lmm"Tlcdgc:. Like Nielsen, 
Stilling calls up ;'.iartensen 1 s difficulties Hi th regard to the problem of 
eschatology in order to highlicht the latter's refusal, even "l"lhen faced 
v1i th such e..n example, to accept the inadequacy of lmonledge fro1n the point 
of vien of faith. l1Sot that the possibility of Christian dogp1atics is 
destroyed by this admission of ikke -Viden. Hather, says Stilling, the 
true role of do§natics will thereby be established. 'l'he do g111a tic ian niU 
restrict himself to the ita and avoid proceeding to quar~: he ~"Jill see his 
task as the plotting of reflexion' s course until it comes up at;ainst the 
absurd, the cross on which thought is crucified. Rather than this submission 
being a sign of v~eakness, Stilling declares it to be a si@l of maturity on 
the part of 11 the man fashioned in reflexion11 • By recognising and accepting 
the absurd character of God 1 s decrees he thereby shovrs recognition of the 
gr-eat qualitative difference between God and man and tr;.e need for unconditional 
obedience. Stilling aims a subtle blow at i-:lartensen by commenting that it 
is by no means a compliment to the decress of divine wisdom to say that a man~ 
v1ithout particular difficulty, can think them after Him, assenting to and 
recognising their rationality. Stilline; diagnoses tiartensen 1 s fault as lying 
in his attempt to serve both speculation and the Church - an erroneous mixture 
of hcterot:onoous masters a Conseg_u()ntly t11urc is a l'ailu.re to reco~rise 
the limi-tations of human thoughto Hoflexion is a t\-co=odt:cd s-.-JO~cl, but 
Lo.rtensen neglects th8 .9_oz~:tra in favovr of tl1e J2rO,o So he claims to i1ave 
soJ.ved the antinomies in e~dctence uhilst ,in f[;l.Ct ~ he cJ.eL1ons trates a lan1entable 
irP.partiali ty tonards the evidence o 
:en aQ.(I_i tion to these contributions from r1ritcrs much j_nflucnccd by 
Kierkor;aard, articles also appeared by J-o Paludan~!!Juller99 and members of 
the Crundtvie;ian campo1 00 Hor~ever, l\lartensen did not l11ake A.n jrnrnArl~_ate 
replyo 
'l'his article vras intended as a corrective to certain 
11 misunderstandings91 which had arisen concerning individtw..l points in his 
:Q9BJlqi:l,;,c,.s. and he declared his aversion to a long clra\m~out debate v1hich rroulcl 
prove 11 endless11 and "fruitless". After expressing dismay at the almost 
exclusive emphasis paid by his critics to the introductory, at the exrense 
of the developed parts of his work, Liartensen gives reasons for limiting 
himself to Neilsen and Palildan-r[.ullero 
i>Iielsen is indicted on the grounds of his failure to comprehend accurately 
nhatcChristialli>og;mi)-~i.2.§. has to say about the relationship betlveen faith and 
reason a Also, he is accused of naive and unquestioning allegiance to 
Kierkegaard. 1 s pseudonyms vrithout thinking through such concepts as ''the 
Paradox' for himselfo Kierkegaard himself is dismissed in passingo Unlike 
Nielsen, l\iartensen sees in the thoughts of Johannes Climacus no possible 
scope for any form of dogmatic undertaking9 rooted as they are in a thorou~1-
g'Oing individualismo However, he does admit that his acquaintance with 
this "prolix literature" is only "poor and fragmentary11 oi 01 After this 
brief diversion l\lartensen returns to Nielsen and analyses those points he 
thinks worthy of commento 
F.~irst~ with respect to the doctrine of the Par·adox, IJiartensen accuses 
his critic of a one~sided emphasis on the differences betw0en God and mano 
'l'his bias is at the expense of a full treatment of the unifying power of 
Christ's worko '..~hen in a state of sin man 1 s faculties nere uholly inadequate 
to ·\;hu ta.sk oi' scar chine; out the depths o:I.' G-od 1 s natu.re o But novr the 
Atonement has restored to rn.':ln his pristine po1rer ~ and not least his povrers 
of dogcnatic reasoningo Also~ Nielsen lays too much stress on men 1 s interest 
in his O'::.n jJersonal salvt3.tion and this time the one-siciedneus is at the 
c~~ensc of QUe emphasis upon God's revelation through the totality of his 
creation ~ ond man's consequent sense of being related to this totalityo 
So i.ln.rtensen claims to stand for a do§D.atic tmdertaking which gives full 
value to both tho salvific and revelatory factor~ :i 11 Christion e~~pcricncco 
So he r,r:rites that it is not tho task of the dogmatician 11 to preach the 
redemption, but ooo to search out the revelatory content of reclemption11 o 
Reason thus becomes an indispensible limiting factor v1hich informs and tests 
our faitho Nielsen's rejection of reason causes him to embrace a \IOOlly 
faith running too many coenitive riskso Reason is needed to give clari~ 
and precision to the object of one 1 s faith, although l':iartensen is careful to 
aclmowledge the dang;er of reducing God to an object of intellectual discovery!) 
v.d. thout a:n;y room being_left for resort to fai tho :!!'rom this treatment of 
faith, Liartensen 1 s response to Nielsen's chare,-es made against his use of 
speculation is predictableo Neilsen demands an exclusive and unqualified 
choice - either God 1 s nature is describable or it is noto I.1artensen rejects 
this either-or and insists that reason is a fitting organ through which to 
make God relatively describable after admitting that faith is alrrays richer 
than understandingo Reason is needed, in different ways and at different 
times to circumscribe the limits of understanding thus defining clearly the 
sphere of fai tho At this point, hiartensen goes on to challenge Nielsen 1 s 
charge that in Christian DQ.gffiatics there is a failure to see that the impossibili ~ 
of reconciling the eschatological antino~s of universal restoration and ever-
lasting condemnation is a character~tic of all Christian trutho l1iartensen 
makes the counter ch~ge that Nielsen fails to recgonise the boundaries, the 
limits of speculation in the sense in v1hich r:iartensen uses the term. Nielsen 
has overlooked the fact that whilst all other dogrra tic antinomies have it in 
CO)!lmon to be expressions for inclre normale Hodsaetninger i den .flU~~ 
~ele~J.oci~,~ the aforementioned eschatolocioal antinomy is an e~[pression for 
the O}:)position (.LI?fl.s.i_~l.§~) behJeen the teleological and the anti-teleologicaL 
B~cuase this latter antinomy is not patient of resolution by speculative 
mc\'l,ns, the validity of speculation in the service of theological enquii:y is 
not thereby completely annulled. Here we see the cru."C of the disagreement 
bety;een i:delscn and :.iartensen. ~'he one sees the characteristic of parad9x= 
icality as informing the whole gamut of Christian knowledge each defined in 
terms of thejr viability, or otheri'Jise, as objects of fruitful speculc.tive 
enquiryo Lartensen sees behind Nielsen 1 s error a misunderstanding about 
the sense in nhich the word speculation is being used. Nielsen is charged 
nith limiting theological speculation to 11 a variety or corruption'1 of 
philosophical speculation. IIe has no right, accordmg to l'.!Iartensen, to 
promote a monopoly of speculation by the philosophers. In fact, theological 
speculation has a significance all its own and independent of philosophical 
speculation. 
Although Rasmus Nielsen issued a reply to Martensen~ i 02 and V. Rothe 
published a critique of hiartensen' s whole do@llatic position 1 03 we must be 
content to leave the debate with the Do.§Aatiske O.Qlysnin~r. Few yrill deny 
the validity of at least some of the critic ism levelled against l~lartensen ~ 
although equally it is only fair to sa;y that he suffered from not a little 
misunderstanding. lJe have neither the time nor the need to go at length 
into an evaluation of the views aired in this de bate. Honever, a paragr·aph 
from Arildsen 1 s concluding remarks about this part of irlartensen' s literary 
career is li1structive from our point of view~ 
11 It is r/iartensen 1 s concern to attain a universal do@llatic Life and 
'.iorld view by means of a completely comprehensive synthesis. But it is 
true in both great and small matters that the synthesis is 'intuited' 
(.~~J~~et) but not 'comprehended' (be~ebet) = the linagination's mirage 
has duped !.~artensen as to the consequences of his thought. He nill 
synthesise creator and created; but in so far as he tries to synthesise 
diametrically opposed perspectives he is forced into a choice between 
either the renunciation of the synthesis if both points of vie•~ are to 
fully come into the.ir ovm, or, the reduction of the price demanded by 
tl'l.G consequences of his thought. i.'Jartensen chose the latter. Thus 
he comes to oscillate beh1een reflexive and speculative thought. Now 
and then the development of speculative thought is broken by the 
religious perspective, e.go in the doctrine of sin and re~arding the 
an cJ..nomy of c-Ge:enal condemn:1:tion eUcd. restoration ·.Jl-:Grc tr.c synthesis is 
seen tJ be unsatinfa.ctory .L'ro,r. both tho rcliQ.ot~s anB. the ~pcoulative 
1)0int o? vie·.: o .t''ron all sides ti:1is is 2-'cte.c~co. as ;.~s.rteM>cn e s mai.."'l 
er---o-r·o Overe.JI. it in the sp~cu2.c,ti.ve cleL:ant rrhi:::;_1 :::.s CJ.ominc.>.i1t in 
COH1:;Jt1Xi:Jon 1.:ith tl1e re1ieiot.1So Ee is more st:.:'one;ly intarcsteo. in 
ti1c con.J.:;~mt oi' ft.ci th than i1.1 the faith :celc?.tionship, in ·cbe certainty 
of :cevtJl.:J.t:i.on :c·o.thc:c than i-.1 tho certe>jnty of :t•e0.ui"!l})"l;;i.ono '.~.\1is o..lso 
cx_;l<J.ins \i~1Y o o o talmn as a ·,iLJ.Olc, t~1e relc-.tionship o:i:' im.e.r(l..:lc:.;r:; in 
CJ:rC'istiani.ty is Jilorc Yiithdr<.=v.m in the ;.,£lrtensen sys·\.;em - or, s.s Fo Lo 
.~tilli:.n.:.; so :·.1reenc?ntly e~~pr.esses tl-..e matter, i .. flrtonsen to a x·emarl<.:E:.ble 
e;~~enL lacks cJualitativcly appropriate predicates f'or iaith and Eo1~e 
in opposition to Eierleegaard. 1 s abu.nO.ance tmreofll o 1 04 
1 • Sea .l:_aJ2• ~G 2 l'!. 258 and 11. Diem g l~ir~r)£e.40.-Bd:~ 1 s ~}};~~e~c;_t,.~c;_ _gf}~~x;_is_t~~ll'L~ 
Po 149 
.3o n. H. i.is.cki.ntoshg lYQe~~--2KJ..~der.n 'l'~~lq_GY> Nisbet 1937. l!'ontana 196'-:-~ 
Po 216 
S. i:..rildoeng Disko_p_ :iians Lassen J.:;a.t>tcnsen. hJJho 193?.. p. 9. Cf. 
E. Lo i.iv.rtense~t~/\f~:C~I~vr{~t=-v=~L-~["p: i 06 
6. Lartenscm: P~·~~C:L_~o VoL II pps. 15.3 ~ l:-; Vola IJ~ p. 11-f-6• Cf. 
il.rildseng .O .. £ .. ·=S::i;t_o pps. 1 0 - ·1 1 
8. PE-• _ cit. P• 15 
9. lviartensen: .QJ2.• n cit. VoL I P• 1 9 
1'1 0 
1 .3 0 
'.L'his affection for Oelenschlaf)"er stayed nith I·:lartensen all his life and 
it was with great joy that he vJ as later to make the poet' s personal 
acquaintance. See £U'=mit_~~t Vol. II pps • .39 = l1-8 and Josepha 
Llartensen: H. ~& L1~~ns~~ i__j!i~ og_b_!£1_nCL~-~i-~V:.enr:!E.:J:• Kbh. 1918. 
ppso 25~ 99 f. 
l\1artensen: .QE:>_ cit. Vol. I p. 1 7; Cf. Arildsen: .~I?.•! _ _£it. pps. 1 6 f.; 
C.A.S. Dalberg and P. l.i. Plum: I·.:e_tt:QJ.J~~litB:l2§}fole:~:Lge._n~eJ_g_·tOO A~. 
Kbh.·J 916. pps. 108 f. 
hiartensen: O..£. cit. VoL I p. 2.3. See also P. i·,;adsen: 11 Biskop l~lartensen 
som Theoloe;. 11 Xl!eolo_g_isk Tid15sl!;rift Vol. L Kbh. 1 884.. p. 394 
Hal Koch favours Lindberg (Den Dansk Kir~JHstq,ri~ Vol. VI p • .31 8) 
whilst Arildsen (Q.Q,. cit. p. 29) thinks Steffens 1 influence to have 
been the stronger. It is probably true that in the immediate context 
of the Clausen - Grundtvig turmoil ( v1hich, after all, is Koch 1 s main 
concern as a Church historian) Lindberg held the greatest sway over the 
young I•:iartensen 1 s mind, but certainly, in the light of the subsequent 
development of his thought, i'iartensen' s debt to St~ffens for furnishing 
him at the outset with this decisive 11 Idea" (Al1el~) cannot be exagger-
ated. For a critique of Arildsen' s position see J. Oskar Andersen: 
11 Biskop H. L. !Via.rtensen 1 s Ungdom" Kirkehistorisk Samlin~r,: Series 6 
Vol. I. 19.3.3. ppSo146 -15.3 
·1 4. i\!artensen~ ~_cit. Vol. I p. 24 
15· Hal Koch: o~. cit. p. 316. N. fhulstrup (Afslu~tende Uvidens~belig 
Efterslq:ift Volo II p. 84-) describes the prevailing r::erspective in 
the theological faculty as a 11 theology of mediation" (lvlaeglingstedogi). 
See II. N. Clausen: .Q.a~t~.qol_i_cl-_s~~ og Pr__£iestantislll~1~J.:r:.lfeKoTfa,.tJ:1~,J:5, 
.L~~er:_~_o.&-ll:h:~l,!~ (Kbh. 1 825). See also L. Koch 1 8i 7 = 1 854. pps. L~?, 142; 
J>J. i.i. Plum: 1i. il. Clausen: !~~):"~oAd,~tXh_Pr>~"teAtarrt~~-Fl~.n~s~~Pri!!C.~e£. Kbh. 1901 
i .. a:ctGtlSC.i.16 01-;o .cj.-'Lo ·voJo I Po 26o 8ec 
·19th .:\.ugust ·-1 888 ~ ··i 9th Aut;o.st, ·j 90Ga o 
•ioJ.o ~ o l\.bho ·j 907 - 3o Po ~-51 
Co C.:-·r'uo ~ "Lo.r.s :.:,£.ssen llart::msen 
_'J)~eolo_ci~s)~ .?icl:s_s_Jxr::i-f_t. o li:e·;y Ser:i.e so 
22o Cru.ndtv:i.t;, i.;ynster and KicrlteE)'1..ard all experienced periods o:l Cl.oL:bt 
fo~I.J.O'.:ed by some sort of breakthrough 
2.3 o ;;arter.sen~ ,Ojl~o~2A t,o Volo I po 3L~o On ;.;artensen 1 s attitude to·.Ja·C'ds, e.nd 
relationship T1ith Grundtvig and his follO'\Jers at this time, see .o~~o._c_i:i:;_o 
Volo I Pl:So 26 ~ L:.3; Volo II ppso 49, 5.); VoL ID~ po 86; 'V. Birkedo.l~ 
-=~ ... q~ter _ ti~....:~s}fOjJ H ••. Jir;;~~c,nsep_'_f:l. j.~ek?_Lo..m __ C:r:unc], tvi_fjo l\.bh. 1 88.3 p ys o 8 f o 
'l'his relr;tionship is probably best summed UlJ by i:ortcnsen hirl:self uhen he 
reports that, to him, Grt.md tvig \ms only e_lllllfl-~~~j;};_g_~V:.a~_k}se_r: and by no 
means .Ji~r_er~<?..llc.Ye:Q.e~~£ 
20o J!'or Sibbern 1 s philosophy as LiDrtensen heard it in 1 830 - 31 see ~bido VoL I 
pps. 61 - 63 and i''o C. Sibbern: 11 Ueber das Verh8.1.tniss das christl. 
Glaubens zum philosoph. Erkennen11 • 'l'heol. Zeitschr. 3rd Series. Berlin 
1 822. pps. 74. ff. 
29., hiartensen: ~c_:i,_t. -,lole I pps. 54 - 5 
31. Arildsen: .0~ _cit,. p. 53. Cf. H. L. I\!artensen: ~~or_s~ tjD~ pesv..£!Fe~se 
af de~___llle.9l._~~ke _Prii13_9~ay~- (1833) pps. 26 - 29, 53 - 57, 82 - 3. 
See also P. I'~adsen~ op • .2._i_t,. P• 396 
32. Martensen: .2.12.• cit. Vol. I p. 66 
33 0 .,ib:hSl.. p. 67 
3L1•• 1oc._. .fi"t!. See also J?-.ciso_Q£aven, pps. 51 - 59 and Garbo: .9~ cit. p. ~-5·i 
35. L·artensen: ~j.J.. Vol. I pps. 77 f. 
)6. See V. Birkedal: VoL I. Kbh. 1 895. pps. 1 08 f. 
37. See G-eismar: §Jir:.erl:.J';:ier~rd Pt. I p. 27 and ~EU2· IV B 1 p. 143 
.38. So J. Oskar Andersen~ .212_·_ cj.,1. pps. 130 - 23-/ 
39. !'.rildsem 2'8• cjJ. p. 74 
4-0o l!'r. Hammerich: ~t Levn!'ltsl;{b I= IJ;. Kbh. 1882.Vol. I p. 308 
4-J • Hal Koch: op. ~iJ~· Vol. VI p • .3·19 
i:.]o -Se0_; ~.l.o riy{f.~:Ui.r.~~ 
J?J?So 'i 7 ~, 29 
L~8o i.U.crkegaord (J:~o ;c .3 A 162) round]y accu::~es I.iartensen of never having 
l1e..0. to r:-:dre a cJ.ccision for Christia..nityo 11 o o o it Das not the.t he chose 
to bc;;cor:1e a Gb.ristian = that 1·1o.s taken for gr-anted = he chose between the 
faculties and chose theology o He bacame a theolo gica.l student o ·,?erhaps 
he llad to thin~.c over \Jhetr.er he should take the practical or the theo!'etical 
path, beco1:1e a Priest or a Professoro He became a Professor = that he 
is a Christian folloris naturally of i tselfo'' '.ie mey not knorr exe.ctly hovJ 
much, if anything, Kier lre gae..rd knew about i.lartensen 1 s 11 crisis" o HoDever, 
even :~.f he rw,s a~·mrc of the experience r:arte~1sen describes in his auto-
·oiogr-aphy, 1\:ierkega--~rd could still accuse him of never having made a 
decision for C:b.ristianity - understanding the term in l(ierkegaard 1 s sense, 
io eo total, passionate, personal cornmi ttment o l!'or all their J;10Elentous 
consequences, neither iiynster 1 s 11 breaktl:rough", Grundtvig' s llmatchless 
discovery' or Liartensen' s 11 crisis11 are experiences so sufficiently 
decisive as to meet Kierke gaard 1 s assessment of nhat is involved in 
becoming a Christiano 
49o Lartenseng O.Qo c:i_to VoL I ppso 115 - 7 
50. See '1'. H.. Croxall's introduction to his translation of Johan.Des Climacus 
p.:L.__;_'Oe Omnibus Dubitandum Esto London 1958o ppso 69 ffo Croxall r1rites 
(po 72) 11 o o o it is easy to see how deeply ~;;artensen was influenced by 
Baader. l.iartensen' s thesis on Autonomy, his theory of conscie nee, his 
desire to begin VJi th God, and his hopes of integrating faith and knonledge ~ 
orthodo:xy and speculative philosophy (and so 1 come out beyond 1 Hegel) all 
show his deep influence ••• 11 
Ivlartenseng o_p. cito VoL I p. 14.3o See C. Jo Scharling~ l!a__Lo r.;a._rt~~l!.~· 
Kbh. 1928 •. ppso .35 ~ 57 on Mysticism and Theosophy in litartensen 1 s thought. 
52. il.rildsen~ .QQ_. cit. po 99 
5.3. Iriartensen~ ~qi.J:.. Vol. I p. 141+ 
54. h1artenseng o;e. cit. p. 2.31 
56o 'l'his vrork was translated into Dariish by L.V. Petersen in ·1841 vlith the 
title :Oen i,;e1111.esk.eli,gfl Selvbevids~iheds Autonomie. l!'or a full discussion 
of its contents see Arildsen: em_. cit. pps. 11 9 = 141 o See also 
S. Kierk.egaardg :Oe Omnibus DubGandum Est ('l'rans. by Croxall) pps. 47 = 50 
and pps • 11 6 f o n .3 
57. See P. r.;adsen~ op. cit. pps • .399 - 400 for a brief statement of the· 
principles pervading the dissertation. 
58o I.lartensem 9~~~!:· VoL II p. 2. Cf. Ho H,0'ffding~ Dansk_Ii'ilosofer. Kbho 
p. ·1.38 
61. .T. P. ilynsterg B~~~~eAe. §.8'_iftcr: VoL 2. Kbh. 185.3. pps. 95 ffo See 
also 0 o .iaage g ei'oJ?c, _ _i]y_n,steX'_o_g_Qe __ l2hil~soJ2hisl>;:c Hc_vacr;alsco Kbh. ·1 857. 
v. 1.3o; E. i>ch.-J~~ilJ:ia-lg- )~.:}:_. ~~x~is~.::2£ --voi.--t:--~:P. 1 e1~; 1 85 r., 
11. L. i:iartensen~ /l.f__mi·,t].e~r~e~~ VoL II. pps. 12 ff'.; il.rilo.seng ..QJ.),o~ 9i,t,. 
PJ.1S. 1 L:-2 ff. ; V. Kuhr: ii~d.s_;.h~~t'-~!l~_G_ry~n~d~e~etn~. l\.bh. 1 91 5. pps. 9 f:L. 
62. Both 0. \7aage: o_p._~~!:· p. 1.3·1 f. and V. Kuhr: op. cit. p. 9 point out 
that i:~ynster 1 s aim in this article nas not so much a detailed eY..e}nination 
of the Hegelian treatment of the reason/revelation problem. Rather~ he 
limited bd~self to a defence of traditional terminology implyine the 
mutual exclusiveness of rationalism and supranaturalism. lle th[:·tt as it 
r.1ay, P.ijnster did assume a decisive position over against Hegelian spec-
ulation and its Danish adherents. (See N. Thulstrupg .!fi:crlrega_fl.,r_d_:1! 
i!~o!'hQ.ld ~-1 pps. 154 - 5, and N. Thulstrupg tt:iCierkegaard' s 
Vernaltnis zu Hegel". Th~olQEP,sche Zeitschrift 1 957 9 esp. pps. 21.3 - 215). 
Certainly he nas prepared to t;o beyond the limited objectives of this 
article in attacking speculative philosophy. 
64. Tidsskrift For Litteratur og Kritik. Kbho 18.39. ppo. 456 ff. 
65. !'J"ogle Blade af ] • P. l:iy:nster 1 s Liv og Tid. p. 404 
66. ~.ridsskrift li'or Litteratur og Kritik. Vol. 7. Kbho ·184.2. pps. 325 ffo and 
].laJl_(l~de Sl<rif:ter VoL 2 pps. 116 ff o See also: No_gle Blade af J·.P. 
h:L12.sters 1iv og 'l'id p. 404; J.P. I.ijnster: r,·iedCiele~:£ p. 23G<;-~·~· 
Schi7anenflugel: o~ cit. Vol. I pps. 188 ffo 
67. See E. Neiiendam~ "I;Iartensen, Iviynster og Kierkegaard" in C. J. Sc4arling 
( ed.) g H. L. l:iartenseno Kbh. 1 928. p. ·1 02 
68. V. Kuhr: .2,ll• c~j~o P• 12 
69. Oo \laageg op. cit. ppso 149 f. 
70. For ICierlre gaard' s position in this debate see N. Thulstrup: Kierlr.e_gaard~ 
E._orhold til Hegel. Gyldendal 1 967. p. 154 - 5. 11 It is r1ell knO\'ffi that both 
r-.;ynstcr and Sibbern reacted against the Hegelian speculation and its 
adherents in Denmark~ esp3cially Heiberg and Jviartensen; and Kierlregaard 
is at this point united in principle with Sibbern' s and I1iynster' s philo-
sophical objections". Cf. also N. 'rhulstrup: "Kierkegaard 1 s Verhaltnis 
ZU He gel" pps o 21.3 = 1 4o 
71 o lviartensen: QP• cit. Vol. II po 5 
72. H. Martensen: Do;::matislre Oplysninger p. 69. 
73. r.;artensen: Af mit Levnet Vol. II p. 75 
74o P~. X 2 A 633; X 3 A 122; VI B 1.33 F ppso 125 fo; X 1 A 609; XI ·1 A 374o 
See also Postscript p. 270. 11 o. o it has become a favourite sport for some 
IIegelians, as soon as anyone lets fall a hint about an aut = aut, to come 
riding trip trap trap ••• and after gaining a victory to ride home again. 
Here in Denmark the Hegelians (Kierkegaard.1 s f1iSS reads: 11 Hartensen and 
Heiberg') have several times been on the warpath, especially after Bishop 
l\iynster, to gain the brilliant victory of speculative thought. Bishop 
l.~ynster has more than once beco1ao a vanquished standpoint» though as 
su.ch h0 seems to be doing very nell~ end it is rath<::r to be feared that 
-cne tremendous exertion incident to the Ylinning of the victory has been 
too much for the unvanquished victors11 a 
hal Koch~ O_,"Oo Cit a Po .320o Gf o La Koch Vole II P• 1 1.:1:-a See also 
Tl. ;.lnclerse;1·; ·e:·;;~ssment that Liartensen 1 s lectures becmue ttJche achieve= 
went of the 1 L:-Os, in their influ.ence comparable to &toffens 1 lectures 
at the begi.nnint) of the century e,nd Goorg Bra..11des e.t its close" o ( Tio.er 
p~l'jr~;:o _ ___ Go~~.}~l!~· Vola 2o Kbho i 9·J6o Po 1 'l) ~ ~~~ 
76. Arildsen~ P.Ro_sito Po 162 
77 a See Ho H,t6'ffding; Dans_ke Filosqfer pps a 1 41 f o 
78. Jl..rildsen; o_p_a_ c_i_to Po ·t59a Ho\·Jevcr, see Kierkegaard's f.~"flo II C i2 = 2!:-.P 
26, r:here can be found notes on the lectures Il!artensen delivered under 
the title "Introduction to Speculative Do§Jlatics11 ( 1 837 - 8) o Cf. l'I. 
'fhulstrup; I~erke_Aaard 1 s :B'opJ),old til Hegel pps. 129 - i 32 where there 
is to be found a brief exposition of the lectures on speculative dogrnatics 
based on notes taken down by one of Kierkegaard's colleagues (Cfo ~a~o 
II C 26 ffo) 
79a Ho La IJiartenseng ~n Chri~jj.ge Do§!latj.ko Kbh. 1 8L:-9o English 
translation by \jo Urwick in Clark's ]·orcign 'l'heological Library .P 
Bdinburgh 1 884-o 
80o Arildsen; op. cito po 164 
81 o Christian })o_gmatics ppso 1 - 2 
82o See Po iviadsen; O_lli cit. Po 404; Chro Garbo: O.:Qo c;i. t. Po 466 
8.3o Hal Koch; OJla cito po .321 
84-o Arildsen~ O_Q,e ci1;o Po 22.3 
85a Garbo: OJQ• cit. P• 452 
86o Arildsen~ op. cito Po 22.3 
87 o Madsen; opo Cito P• 4-02 
88o H. I-{J6ffding: 2~C:lio P• 147 
89. Christian Dogm.a_JJcs p. 48.3 
90. Cf o Madsen~ q,:e. cit. p. 405 where the theosophical element in Martensen 1 s 
thought is seen as gaining an ever more dominant place from the Do§Ratic~ 
onwardso Hsz{ffding; .QQ_o cito po 145 where philosophy is described as 
playing a decreasing part in lvlartensen 1 s thought as time Hent on; 1\rildseng 
~~~o po 242 f. deals with this point at some length in pointing to a 
measurable development in r.iartensen 1 s thought between 1 839 and 1 849, io e. 
between the Licentiate dissertation and the Christian Dogmaticso This 
trend is described as in a Christian=churchly direction and is typified 
by I.1artensen 1 s modified attitude towards the supranaturalism / ration-
alism and philosophy/theology dichotomies a '.rhus~ whilst in 1 8.39 
Martensen tended towards the mediation of these antinomies, some ten years 
later he is ready to relate rationalism and supranaturalism in terms of 
an either~or and to express Hhat is essentially different about philosophy 
and theology- as vehicles of knowledge. 
Hal Kocil.~ OOo C:i.to Po 3?.2. 
-Volo Iil P• .1 i 6 o. ~~ ~ 
92o lbrald Ao Durfee~ u 1'he secono. stage of !\..ierkegaardian scholarship in 
America'' • ,I;_n~t,e_£_n_aj~":h,o~llal}(l'~"h"\C?,~OJ><hisa~l_ (luar_J.-;._e_r.:_ly: IIL ·1 96.3. p. i 2L:-
·]20 
lEo Geismar·g .o--'-'A_r:ep=l:~~e..rlwgae..rd VoL .LIT p. 1 0! fo deucri.bes this conflict 
as beine; 1vi thout doubt the most important with regard to the question of 
do§llatic principle in 19th Century Denmark 
See I1iartensen~ Af mit Levnet Volo II p. 1.37; }!;Q Geismar~ ~."ci"1!.Volo IV 
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KIFllliEGAARI) ~'D . _!Vif\B~~}~lt~~N 
On the personal level there was little close contact between Kierkegaard 
and h;artenseno In the Spring of 1 834 Kierkegaard took hartensen as his 
tutorp and this is the closest they got to each other on a man to man basiso 
Kierkegaard attended Martensen~s lectures on speculative do~atics in the 
Hinter 1837 = 8 ·whilst an interesting glimpse of Kierkegaard 0 s compassionate 
nature is provided by accounts of his visits to ~iartensen ~ s mother whilst 
her son was away on 11 the gcand tour" of Europeo 1 This concern demonstrates 
that~ whilst there was no close personal attachment~ neither did any personal 
animosity show· itself between Kierkegaard and Martenseno On this level, 
the difference between Mynster and N'Jartensen vis a vis Kierkegaard could 
not be more clearzy markedo The factors which drew Kierkegaard to "his 
father'::; priest" did not apply in respect of Martensen, and even though 
Kierkegaard possessed collections of Martensen's sermons it is clear that 
Mynster 0 s preaching took pride of place in Kierkegaard~s mindo Also~ in 
the dispute about logical principles Kierkega.ard 0 s sympathies clearly lay 
with .Wwnster over against Martensen and Heibergo 
However, once all this has been said~ it remains a fact that ~~tensen's 
influence upon Kierkegaard 0 s intellectual development was extensive and 
possibly decisiveo No Thulstrup$ in his study of Kierkegaard 0s relationship 
to Hegel, comes to the conclusion that notes taken at Martensen's lectures 
on speculative d.o@IIatics furnish us with the main sources of Kierkegaard's 
acquaintance with the Hegelian system as a wholeo2 It need hardly be said 
that he who was responsible for acquainting Kierkegaard with Hegel automatically 
assumes a position of great significance in any study of Kierkegaard~s early 
developmento 3 
But whatever may have been the size of Kierkegaard's debt to Martensen$ 
it was not long before the latter came under attack a) as the personification 
of Hegelianism in Denmark (the principle target of Kierkegaard' s polemic . 
being Hegel and Goethe, but as Capel puts it 11 such polemic extends even to 
personal satires upon local personalities contrued as spokesmen for these 
opposed standpo:ints1l )~ and b) as the one who pould tJ go beyond~' Hegelo 5 
In respect of Kicrkega.ard 1 s intellectual relationship to Hegel we shall 
restrict ourselves to four points of contact = 6 
i) Kierke~rd 0 s .J:<Durnal entries Pritten in response to Martensen 1 s 
review of Jo Lo Heiberg 0 s introductory lecture to the course on logic 
begun at the Military High School in November 1834o 'i'he revieVJ appeared 
in the Maanedsskrift for Litteratur Volo 16 (1 8.36) Po 515 ff o The 
principal entries in the Journal are I A 328 = 30 end II A 7., 
ii) Kierkegaard 1 s student drama entitled 01 The conflict betV'reen the old 
and the new sal t-cellar11 found at &;eo II B 1 = 21 
·j ?2 
iii) The Prefaces published in 1 844 under the pseudoeym Nicholas Notaloene 
(Samlede Vaerke£ Volo 5 ppso 7 = 77)o 7 Of especial interest here are the 
seventh and eighth Prefaces ( pps o 4.3 - 75) 
iv) The Concludine Unscientific Postscr~ 
Martensen's significance for Kierkegaard in the period after 184.7 and up 
to the outbreak of the 10 Attacl{'0 will be considered in a separate sectiono 
i) In his contribution» Heiberg stressed the gr-eat significance of Hegelian 
philosopeyo "Only the foundations of thought correspond with the foundations 
of the specifically human; for thought is at one and the same time the human 
factor which separates us from the subordinate forces of nature~ and the 
God=like which unites us to the superior world beyond us" o 8 Here is echoed 
the fundamental principles of the Hegelian system and in his review Martensen 
is quick to put on record his agreement with Heiberg as to the value in the 
study of Hegel's philosopeyo Martensen maintains that the System is of 
11 infinite significance for our time s11 o It represents the fUllest and most 
comprehensive attempt to solve the problems of existence independently of 
tradition~ and he who would acquaint himself with current intellectual trends 
cannot avoid studying the Hegelian philosophical systemo 9 Martensen goes 
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on to show how the principles of the new philosop~ relate to the chief 
principle of' medieval thought which was the Anselmian credo ut _I_nte_llj,_gi!i'JD. 
Now philosophy has loosened itself from theology~ by making not faith but 
doubt the starting point for the quest after trutho Consequently '0 lmo\·lledge 
now only recognises truth out from itself ( u_d af si_g__J;elv) and only that 
which can establish itself as incontrovertible truth by means of thought 0 s 
internal~ compelling necessi~ must be held as valid by merr1 o 10 In short~ 
the new philosophy represents the extreme consequence of the working out of 
Cartesian principleso The result for Hegel is that God 0s self-consciousness 
is identified with man's consciousness of God. 11 
Martensen's admiration for the Hegelian system is obvious from this 
first part of the review, and clearly acyone searching for a suitable 
personification of Hegelianism in Denmark need look no further. But 
Martensen is not content to leave his comments there, and so he proceeds 
to argue that, whatever the value of the philosophical trend traceable from 
Descartes to Hebel, nonetheless Rationalism is still "inadequate to comprehend 
life 1 s absolute fullness11 • 12 Certain aspects of existence are not suitable 
to full comprehension by means of reason, and yet they are not to be left 
out of accounto Thus one has to go beyond Hegel in order to supplement his 
exclusive autonomous rationalising by pressing the claims of faitho "The 
defect of this age" s:zys hiartensen 11 is its lack of a firm fai th10 • He gel 9 s 
philosophy is deficient in knowing 11 the eternal" ( det Evige) but not ®the 
holy11 (det Hellige) o 13 How this progression beyond Hegel is to be made 
Martensen does not say~ although he does promise to deal with it on "another 
occasiorr0 • (Presumably his dissertation for the Licentiate is in his mind 
here) a 
Various references (e.g. to gping beyond Hegel, to the primacy· of 
Descartes in modern thought, and to the tendency to despise the Middle Ages) 
indicate that Kierkegaard 1 s J·ournal entry I A 328 was written with Martensen 9 s 
review of Heiberg in mindo Kierkegaard writesg "One idea in particular 
seems to have become the idee f'ixe of the whole age and that isg to have 
got ubeyond a the man ahead11 o He goes on to express his fears for those 
"who have to live on otherso They have to grasp at the terminology as 
it rushes past them at a furious speed~ vrhich makes their expressions so 
various and motely!1 • The aims of such people~ says Kierlregaard~ 11 is~ 
presumably~ to make the sys tern popular" o Surely Thulstrup is right in 
his judgement that 11 Kierlregaard has both Heiberg and hlartensen in mind 
here11 o 14 Thulstrup is convinced that it would be erroneous to sugeest 
tP~t Kier~gaard is concerned to attack Hegel directly at this pointe 
Rather» he is concerned to take accurate aim at the more imrre dia te mani= 
festations of He@elian thought in Denmark and the consequent errors arising 
theref'romo In other words, Kier ke gaard is attacking Martensen us (and 
Heiberg 0 s) exposition and application of Hegel rather than Hegel himself o 
Indeed, it seems that Kierkegaard concentrated his fire on the Danish 
Hegelians, not simply because they are near at hand but also because their 
attempts to popularise and "go beyond11 Hegel (the latter charge being 
~pecifical~ laid at Martensen's door) are more in need of criticism than 
Hegel himself» "who was, because of his rigid form, of all modern philosophers 
the one most likely to compel silence~" 15 This point is made more explicitly 
in Papo II A 7o Here Kierkegaard observes that "Martensen's article in 
the Monthly Journal is a most curious productiono After having played 
leap-frog over all his predecessors he advances forth into an illimitable 
eternity; for since his own position is not given us (this he merely 
announces)16 his criticism of Hegel is on~ made from outside» while his 
own existence is left up in the air". Elsewhere, Kierkegaard develops his 
criticism of those who maintain that they have gone beyond Hegelo So in 
September 1838 he wrote~ "\Then certain people maintain that they have gone 
beyond Hegel, it must be regarded at best as a bold metaphor, by which they 
are trying to express and illustrate the thoroughness with which they have 
studied him» to describe the terrific running start they have made to get 
into his thought - and with their momentum they have not been able to stop 
but have gone beyond him11 o 1 7 
This entry comes comparativezy soon after the publication of r~tensen ° s 
reviewo But this is not to suggest that the influence of this article 
on Kierkegaard was only short livedo So in 1 8!0 the Preface to ]'e_a_t ___AAd 
Tr_e_fl!b_lj,~ is clearzy aimed at tlartensen ° s claim to go beyond Hegel and 
on Po 43 of lt'e_a_x> ~d__J):oemblin__g Kierkegaard puts his thought on the subject 
into a nutshcllo ~• To go beyond. Hegel10 , he writes, 01 is a miracle 9 but 
to get beyond Abraham is the easiest thing of a.ll11 o 
Thus 9 as early as 1 8.36 v1e can see Kierkegaard 1 s opinion of MRrten~en 
taking a clearly defined shapeo He represents for Kierkega.a.rd all that 
is insidious about the He§elian attempt to mediate betvveen philosop~ and 
Christianity a In this respect he personifies, for Kierkegaard 0 s purposes~ 
the errors of the Systemo But more than that~ he is the one who claims 
to go beyond He§el = a claim which mystifies Kierkegaard and stokes the 
fires of his disillusionment with those = be they Professors or Bishops = 
who have "to live on others11 o These sentiments, established early~ recur 
again and again throughout the rest of Kierkegaard 1 s v.rri tingso 
ii) Certainly the student=drama entitled "The conflict be~veen the old and 
the new salt-cellar" (Papo II B 1 - 21) and dating from 1 8.39 = 40 is one of 
the more problematic features of Kierkegaard 1 s writingo The disagreement 
over the purpose, date and backg['ound of this dramatic offering has been 
extensive, with Fro Brandt~ E. Hirsch, Ko Jensenius and Carl Roos making 
some of the most significant contributions to the debateo 18 However, 
No Thulstrup has recently provided a compact summary of the problem and the 
value of the evidence brought in support of the divergent solutions which 
have been proposedo 19 From our point of view the major sphere of interest 
is the problem as to the identity in real life of the characters in the playo 
Especially we are concerned with Hro Vo Springgaasen ("a philosopher11 ) ~ 
Hro Phrase ("an Avantu.rie~ 9 member of many learned societies and contributor 
to many journals") and~ the main character~ Williba:hl ( 11 a young man'') o 
After carefQlly gcighing the evidence to hand» Thulstrup is in little doubt 
that ~dlliba.lkl is a caricature of Kierlregaard himself~ v. Springgaasen represents 
Jo Co Heiberg whilst Hro Phrase represents Martenseno 20 Examination of the 
dialogue respecting these three characters lends full support to his patte~n 
of identificationo 
Of most significance$ from our point of view, is the Second Acto The 
First Act opens with a view of Yillibrud as a disillusioned romantic uho flees 
from aesthetic sooie~ to be aloneo In his pursuit of solitude, he rejects 
companionship~ but nonetheless l> he runs into three men who are to be identified 
with Po Co Kierkegaard, Ao Go Rudelbaoh and Jo Co LindbergJ) ioeo three 
prominent Grundtvigianso They try to exhort him to some kind of Christian 
awakening, but he flees from these influences as wello 
to the scene of Act Two which is called the Pryte.neumo 
He fleesJ) in fact, 
Thulstrup accepts 
Brandt's interpretation (as opposed to that of Hirsch) of this place as 
identical with Den Akademiske Laeseforening (The academic literary circle) 
or Akademikum for shorto Here he comes under the influence of Vo Springgaasen 
and Phraseo But before his entry in Scene Three, a conversation ensues 
mainly between the latter two characters as to the possibili~ of popularising 
the results of the new philosophical thinkin& (ioeo Hegelian speculation)o 
Phrase expresses his opinion that "our times'' development ought to gain in 
extension what it loses in intensi~" (po 295)o Vo Springgaasen protests 
that the truly infinitely radical nature of the Cartesian doubt which character-
ises the newer philosop~ could not be communicated on a popular levelo 
Vo Springgaasen sticks to this view, in spite of Phrase's explanation that 
he only had in mind the more refined members of socie~, and the protests 
of another character to the effect that philosop~ should concern itself 
with practical questions to do with daily livingo (po 296)o 
Now Williba1d. enterso He falls to the floor and kisses the groound in 
gratitude for his escape from his past lifeo He is certain that he has come 
to a place where wisdom is to be found, and where he will find release from 
11 the abominable relativity under which I have lain up until now11 o 
Vo Springgaasen is quick to offezo his op:i.nion as to \Jil~ib8J.dns disease = he 
is severely lacking in that Faustian doubt which is a feature of tba newer 
philosophy. lie embarks straighta\"Jay on the cuzoe = an exposition of the 
prir:.ciples behind this philosophy. He invites tr.:e other members of the 
circlG to listen as well» and Phrase expresses his enthusiasm to hear 
Vo Springgaasen 1 s exposition = even if he has heard it all beforeo 
Vo Springgaasen expresses great joy in his disciple and e~tains great 
hopes for Phrase as an ambassador for the new ways of thought. 
embarks with gusto upon his long=winded lectureo 
He now 
After castigating the wayward tendencies of the times~ v. Springgaasen 
returns to Descartes "who uttered the remar:Y..able, eternally unf'orgettable 
wordsg cogito ergo sum and de omnibus dis;eB_tandum est" - words with which 
every confirmation candidate or, at least, every theology student should 
become familiar o The president of the circle intervenes to try and curtail 
Vo Springgaasen's discourse but he insists on continuing = for the sake of 
the Catachumen (ioeo Williba1d) o So Spinoza, Kant and :F'ichte come under 
revievl before physical force is called upon to get him to be silento 'rhe 
result is that v. Springgaasen has to omit what he wanted to say about 
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S chliermacher, but he does succeed in making what, for him, is the most 
important point about Hegelo "It was Hegel11 , he says, 11 who speculatively 
concentrated the previous systems, and with him~ therefore, knowledge 
(Erkjendelse) has reached its proper do§Datic high point" (po 300) oAt this 
point Phrase jumps in and protests that Vo Springga.asen has given voice to a 
completely one-sided point of view and adds that he, at least, has come out 
beyond Hegel. v. Springgaasen accuses Phrase of being a Judas who has 
betrayed 11 the eternal Idea'' a Phrase, undaunted, repeats his claim to have 
come out beyond Hegel and then proceeds to embark upon an exposition, 
starting with Descartes and apparently in the same vein as v. Springgassen 1 s 
own discourse. The President finds this to be just too much and again 
intervenes to cut Phrase short. 
Willibald is left absolutezy unedified by all this talk and asks the 
President ~hy the sun has remained still during the speeches and the light 
in the f_:ryta,ll@_ym has stayed constanto This comment was made out of bitterness 
towarcls Vo Springgaasen°s intolerably lengthy discourseo 'l'his question noVJ 
becomes the subject of a heated debate during which Vo Springgaasen again 
expounds and extols the principles of tr..a Hegelian spaculative Systcmo 
Likewise» Phrase does not neglect to repeat his pet saying {or 10 phrase11 ) 21 
ioeo 11 I am come out beyond Hegel10 (po .30.3) o 
The play ends with \hllibald joining the He gelians amid much rc joicing 
and awed judgements as to the momentous significance of the gccasiono 
Inevitably the question must arise as to whether this alliance with the 
Hegelians on Willibald 0 s part conforms directly with Kierkega.ard 8 s omn 
experienceo Certainly if this drama provided our only evidence on this 
matter then the apparently obvious conclusions vrould seem to be inevitableo 
However, the entries we have been considering above (Papa I A .328 = .30 and 
II A 7 etc,) indicate clearzy Kiakegaard 0 s disenchantment with the Hegelian 
positiono Also~ Thulstrup's point that only one who stood outside Hegelianism 
could have written such an ironic drama as this, lends further support to 
the view that Kierkegaard himself did not join the Idealist campo 22 
For our purposes at this point, Hro Phrase is of greatest interesto 
He is the image of Martensen and is typified by his vepeated claims to have 
surpassed Hegelo It is sigpificant that, although Phrase falls out with 
Vo Springgaasen (Heiberg), he is quick to show his support for the latter's 
admiration of the Hegelian systemo In Kier ke gaard • s eyes Martensen clearly 
personifies the speculative Idealist philosophero This concurs well with 
the early Journal entries where Martensen also assumes the role of personified 
Hegelianismo 23 Also, Phrase is made to look somewhat ridiculous by his 
insistent repetition of "I am come out beyond Hegel01 , without ever giving us 
aey idea of exactly to what point he has come o The close connection between 
Kierkegaard' s satire at this point and the sentiments expressed in Papo II A 7 
is not difficult to discerno 24 
iii) vie move on now to the }?}::?_f§l,C_e_.s published in June 1 844 by the pseudonym 
Nicholas Nota.bene and subtitled 11 Light reading for the different classes 
at their time and leisure" a This book of eight prefaces appeared on the 
sa_rne day as ,The Co:p._Qe_pt o_f D_rea(! and~ as the sub=title suggests~ \'lras intended 
as some sort of light=hearted relief from the more serious psychological 
:na. ture of this booko 11 Each of these eight 'Prefaces 0 which he has 
occasioned. eight imaginary authors to wr:ifu:to·cight imaginary books10 ~ says 
Hohlenberg 11 is a little ironic or satirical sally against something which 
strikes him as comical or ridiculous at the time11 o 25 Generally)) Professor 
Heiberg is the one under attack because of his misinterpretation of 
Re-.EXtition t . f hi . 26 apparen 1n one o s rev1ewso The first four ~Prefaces" 
in fact are thinly disguised attacks upon reviewers in general and Heiberg 
in particular~ and upon the whole purpose and orientation of Uraniao But 
it is in Preface Noo 7 that Kierkegaard really applies himself in earnest to 
the subject of writing a Systemo 
He begins by expressing his general criticism of those who~ in their 
lack of originality, can only manage to produce an eleventh book derived 
entirely from material found in ten previous books by other authorso 27 
He goes on to deliver an invective against all practitioners of the art of 
11 Mediation11 rJho purport to embrace everything and yet have failed to see 
the point of it all (po 52)o Nicholas makes an e arnes t plea that he should 
be spared the indignity of being drawn into the SystemRs 1~aza~'(Kramkiste)o28 
"I have a dread of Mediation; I can have nothing to do with it" (po 53) o 
Not that he is unfamiliar with the tenets of the newer philosophy and its 
starting point with Descarteso He knows all about the philosophical adventure 
built up around the evolution of the world out from the clashes between being 
and nothingnesso However, he laments that what is described by the System 
is a purely logical movement (po 53~)o Significantly, Nilicholas does not 
fail to note his admiration and respect for "the Master" ~ Hegel himself o 
The inference is that his main complaintis acainst his adherents ~ especially 
Heiberg and 1\liartenseno 29 .More specific references to the latter appear 
130 
in tr..e eighth and final to Px'eface11 o 
1'his 11 Prefacet1 recounts Nicholas Notabene 0 s thoughts regarding the 
possibility of his starting a new Ticisslo:-if,!a He finds himself unable to 
begin by doubting everyt!L"ing (a prereg_uisite of speculative thought) a l0.so l> 
he is extremely doubtful as to whether men (non=philosophical. men) are able 
to comprehend. the philosopey (Hegelianism) which is offered. as that uhich 
conquers all doubto Martensen is almost certainly right in suggesting 
that the identification of theology with philosopey is what the times demand., 
but Nicholas has serious doubts about whether such teaching is in accordance 
with the NEEDS of the times ( pa 58) a Such thoughts would be expounded in 
his new periodical in the hope that the He gelians v.rould be moved to explain 
themselves to him ilo that he might be able to Wlderstand thema "There is 
one thing I know with absolute certainty~ it is that I do not understand.o 
There is one thing I beg of my contemporaries; and that is·, an explanation11 a(po65) 
He is confident that those confirmed disciples of Hegel in Denmark will be 
able to make things clear to him = Heiberg presumably to be listed in this 
categoryo In any case, says Nicholas, 11 should aey difficulties remain» I am 
confident that here at home there are also philosophers who have come out 
beyond Hegelo As soon as these philosophers (presumably Martensen and the 
like) ooo explain how the,y have made this advance, so will I have unshakeable 
confidence in them11 o 
Nicholas goes on to define more closely his sense of mystification in 
respect of this claim to have 11 come out beyond Hegel" o He tells us (po 66) 
he has read. philosophical articles which in form and. content have every 
appearance of having been written by Hegel himselfo However, it transpires 
that they are the work of one who claims to have got beyond Hegela Nicholas 
comments~ "If the article could talk, it would probably sa:y - \Jhat twaddle~ 11 
lpo 66) o He goes on to describe how Hegel 0 s philosopey claims to be completely 
comprehensive. Then another writer offers an identical presentation as 
Hegel 1 s own, pervaded through and through by precisely the same thoughts = but l> 
tagged on the end, is a paragraph which states the claim to have come out 
beyond t:r..e iviaster himselfo Nicholas aclmits to being completely devoid of 
understanding at this pointo vuhat he needs~ he says~ is something quite 
insignificant. 'l'rro words will be enough» just a small~ cate.go~ical statement 
concerning the relationship of such VJriters (eo go f..artensen) to Hegel himsolf'o 
The 'lPreface11 concludes with Nisholas reiterating his hope that someone will 
furnish him with the philosophical w1derstanding he obviously lacks and so 
earnest~ desireso An understanding of speculative theology is necessary 
if a man is to conquer doubt = which in itself is a prerequisite of the guest 
for trutho ~~hether a man is ignorant or just plain stubborn, he must not be 
deprived of the required explanationo 
In these Prefaces we see evidence of Kierkegaard 9 s most scathing 
sa tire and irony o The mock humility and the Oh~ so e~rnest quest after 
He@elian enlightenment is calculated to throw into relief the dilettante 
antics of Hegel 1 s Danish disciples, Heiberg and Martenseno Points made 
in the student drama concerning Martensen come clearly to the fore once 
again = some five years latero There is reference made to the slavish 
repetition of Hegelian concepts in Hegelian terms whilst the emphasis on 
Cartesian doubt, so much a feature of the play, now recurs in the Pr~aceso 
Furthermore, Nicholas' debate with himself as to lus capacity to acquire the 
appropriate philosophical understanding reflects the debate between Hrso 
Phrase and Vo Springgaasen on the possibility and merits of popularising 
the Systemo In that debate Pllrase took a rather more optimistic line than 
his colleague, although, under pressure, he had to admit that only the 
cultured classes could aspire to edificationo Clearly in the "Preface01 Noo 
8 Kierkegaard is intent upon exposing the Danish Hegelians to the full 
f th . "t. 30 consequences o e1r pos1 10no The knowledge vital to conquering doubt 
cannot be restricted to a cultural eliteo But most significant of all is 
the recurrence of the "going beyond Hegel" themeo Kierkegaard's cynicism 
about this claim has not been at all blunted and, as Thulstrup observes, in 
the Prefaces we find expressions of 01 exactly the same attitude to Martensen 
as Kierkegaard adopted many years earlier" (Papo II A 7 from 1 838) o 31 
~; .3?. 
iv) HinaJ.ly J) 'Je turn to i~o_s_tscript and the light it throws upon Kierlreea.ard 1 s 
estimate of i.1artensen in 1 846. Martensen 1 s significance in respect of 
Ro~:~--~~r::i:R~ is revealed in these two pal'agraphs of ':i.'hulstrupg 
11 Kierkegaard 1 s objective in Pq_§..t_s_ct:r:::i&t ••• is to answer tho question as 
to how every single individual can enter into a right relationship to 
ClFistianity - \-Jhich is understood not as a doctrine in a philosophical 
sense but as a quite definite ~~J) an existential communication as he 
calls it. 
In order to attain this objective he answers first of all the so-called 
objective problem. about the truth of Christianity, and comes to the 
conclusion that by objective methods a man in existence can by no means 
discern the subjective problem of the individual 1 s relationship to Christianity. 
After this, in the main part of the work, he deals precisely with the subjective 
problem in so far as he elaborates upon both his authorship and his theology, 
doing this in continuous conflict with Hegel and the right-wing Hegelians, 
especially martensen, whose name' however' is not mentioned except in drafts 
of the ;mrk11 • 32 
In other words, the central purpose of Postscript, i.e. the elucidation 
of the principle of Subjectivi~, is worked out with constant reference to 
the principals in the contemporary Hegelian debate. Dr. J. Heywood Thomas 
justifies his devoting of a chapter of his book to a discussion of the historical 
situation surrounding Kierkegaard 1 s work by declaring that '~we cannot have a 
proper estimate of Kierkegaard 1 s -contribution unless we know exactly what he 
was combatting'. 33 This judgement must be applied with especial force to 
Post~cript v1hich marks the culmination point of Kierkegaard 1 s battle with 
Hegelianism and his exhortation 11 awa:y from speculatiom 11 o More precisel;y, 
the battle was fought, at its most intimate level, with Heiberg and Martensen, 
the latter again having to face the charge of 11 going beyond" (or, at least, 
claiming to go beyond) I-Iegel himself. 34 This is not to imply that Postscript 
is unintelligible without some detailed knowledge of Hegel and the right-wing 
Hegelians. ~hulstrup has sho\vn to our satisfaction that Kierkegaard is not 
i33 
dependent upon Hegalianism in the sense of being intelligible on1y vri thin 
a context strongly characterised by speculative tendencieso 35 However~ 
a1 though essentially an in&pendant thinker~ Kierlregaard was not inclined to 
exproess himself in a vacuum~ nith the result that personalities ncar at hand 
(Leo Heiberg and martensen) are used to personify the points of vieu under 
attack= they are set up as visible~ tangible ta.r§ets~ ready to be st~uck 
downo .36 To be sure» a t1 proper estimate" of Kierkegaard 0 s authorship could 
not fail to take these contemporaries into account, neither can their 
significance in the outworking of Kierkegaard 0 s thought be underestimatedo 
'fo summarise, thenv we can say that Kierkegaard 1 s relationship to 
Martensen combines elements of dependence and stron~ satirical oppositiono 
Kierkegaard first made his acquaintance with many of the most important 
trends and personalities in philosophical theo~ogy by w~ of Martensen's 
t~orship and lectureso He evidentl,y approeciated most highly the talents 
of Martensen as a teacher - an appreciation which he was happy to commit to 
\'Vriting in his Journal (Papo VII B 88 ppso 291 = 2) o He is answering one 
of the reviewers of Postscript who is excessively strong in his criticism 
of N~tenseno.37 Kierkegaard considers the question of who else could be 
appointed to Martensen's post as Professor and exproesses the view that 
11 ooo it is absolutely certain that Professor Martensen at the time he was 
installed was absolutely the best qualified, and not only this» for there 
was no-one else at all who could be taken into consideration, but he was 
absolutely qualified and in the possession of talents and learning o o o he 
is a distinguished Docent and he has no rival now any more than he could be 
said to have one in his time ooo Professor Martensen is an eminent Docent~ 
so eminent that absolutely aey instant he would be able to get an appointment 
in the most celebrated university in Germa.ey-11 o In the light of such expressions 
of appreciation it is not surprising that Kierkegaard was prepared to rely 
on lf~rtensen as a guide through the maze of contemporary ideaso But unlike 
maey another teacher=pupil relationship, his dependence upon Martensen went 
no further than his reliance upon him for factual informationo Kierkegaard, 
nhilst recognising and cxploi ting Martensen 1 s talents as a teacher~ nas too 
independent of mind, too much a §~~J: (P~po VII B 88 po 292) to become 
the Professor's discipleo 38 Quite the contraryg Rather, he gleefully 
accepted the ammunition Martensen offered hi.ml> moulded it into his mm 
particular brand of shot, and fired it straight back at himo 
Kierkegaas.~d 1 s opposition to IJartensen u"Jas principally on tr1o fronts 
i) as Hegel us representative in Denmark who tried to apply the principles of 
the System to the fundamentals of orthodox Christian teaching and prac-tice and 
ii) as the Hegelian who yet pretended to advance beyond Hegelo Even though 
Martensen was not mentioned by name, few of Kierkegaard 1 s readers could be 
in doubt as to who was under attack in The Concept of Irony~ Prefaces~ 
Fear and Trembling and Postscripto lle have seen how Martensen 1 s reputation 
gt'ew in Denmark and elsevthere during the 9 thirties and 'forties and his views 
would have been sufficiently well=known to make it unnecessary for Kierlregaard 
to make continuous reference to him by nameo Furthermore, Kierkegaa.rd would 
wish to avoid giving the impression that he was merely a critic lampooning 
contemporary academic starso He had a definite, distinct point of view to 
communicate and such communication would be best served by minimising overt 
personal criticismo VIe are here dealing with a period of C'l indirect communication" 
when textual obscurit,y makes the task of interpretation most severeo However, 
detailed study of the pseudonymous works has shown that personal (albeit 
anoqymous) satire plays a decisive part in these devious communications, 
with Professor Martensen serving as the object of frequent veiled allusionso 
Whether the identification and unravelling of such allusions is a sine qua nc;m 
for understanding the pseudonymous literature is doubtful, but at least the 
obscurity of the text is thereby relieved and the significance Martensen had 
for Kierkegaard in the communication of his thought will not be overlookedo 
We come now to Martensen's ··Christian Dowatics'' with Kierkegaard 9 s 
response to its publication and the ensuing debateg 
'
0 ln the Tihole of l1lartensen ° s Dogma tieR (in any case~ in th.a part I 
have read) there is not a single assertion which is an honest 0yes 0 or 0no 0 o 
It is the old sophistry of being able to lecture but not converseo l!'or 
conversation points straightauayg You and I, and such questions as demand 
'Yes 0 or 0No 0 o But the lecturer develops on the one hand = on the other hand 
and meanwhile so distracts the listener and the reader that the fact that he 
conveys no information at all goes unnoticedo 11 39 
This judgement conveys the essence of Kierkegaard 1 s attitude towards 
Christi~atics and by extension to N1artensen 1 s whole enterprise in the 
field of speculative theologyo 
Cb;ristian Dogmatics appeared in late July 1 849 and Kierkegaard quick:cy 
acquired a COP,Yo Almost immediately he began to read it and to express his 
opinion in the Journalo The relevant entries begin at f.J!J2o X 1 A 553 and 
of the next 70 entries (probab~ from the last week in July and the first 
two or three weeks in August) some 24 refer more or less directly to his 
reading of this long=awaited worko The remaining entries give no hint 
of his being concerned with reading anything else (apart from his routine 
sermon reading) during this period, although references to the business of 
publishing his works, in this case Sickness unto Death (July 30th), and to 
issues of immediate personal interest, for example the death of Regina 0 s 
father, continue to recuro Generally the entries rega.Eling Martensen 8 s 
DQgi!!atics reflect the progress of his reading = they have the nature of 
notes, jotted down as he went alongo We begin with general comments 
concerning the assumption behind the writing of a dogmatic systemo 40 
Kierkegaard complains that the most dangerous assumption behind this 
enterprise is that all are Christians = such issues as to the place the 
doctrine of Angels should take in a dogJnatic system could not be held to 
be important unless such an assumption is madeo 41 11 A do @lla tic System 
is, Christia.n:cy- speaking, a luxury article11 says Kierke~do 42 On~ 
when it is assumed that all men are Christians can there possibly be any time 
for systematising Christianityo 4.3 
'.t'wo furtb..er things are involved in the m'iting of a systematic theology v 
according to Kierkegaardo The first relates to the main object of the 
task in ha.ndo It is NOT to be based on an attempt to describe faith~ 
but rather~ on the attempt to describe hon it is ,:iJ!l.Possible to describe 
faitho 44 Kierkegaard asserts 45 that 10 Speculation can describe everything = 
except how I run come into the faith or hov1 faith is come into the \.'orld11 o 46 
Because faith cannot be conscribed within the bounds of knowledge l/ the 
Professor who embarks upon a theological system inevitably becomes non-dialectical~~ 
P d . ,. 48 T 1 d . the ara ox J.S ta.A.en awayo his ea s into the second point which is that 
a system, by its very nature, must be equivocalo Kierkegaard declares 49 
that his most popular writings reveal more clear=cut definitions than the 
whole of lllartensen 1 s system = Johannes Climacus is more scientific, and yet 
he it was who wrote the Concluding Unscientific Postscripto Again, here, 
the essential incompatibility of faith and knowledge makes it impossible for 
the Christian systematiser to express a categorical 11 Yes11 or 11 No" o 
Further. entries deal with specific points at which these fundamental 
failings show themselves most clear~o Papo X 1 A 620 tackles Martensen 1 s 
paragraphs on Baptism which, he concludes, ultimately say nothing at all 
because Martensen fails to take a decisive stand on the issueo The section 
on Ordination 50 reflects the same indecisiono F'irst Martensen asserts 
that 11 we cannot suppose that extraordinary gifts are connected therewit~1 
(ioeo Ordination) and then addsll 
11 And, withal, as little can we suppose that Ordination is a mere 
ceremoey in which nothing is conf'erred11 o 
"Well, so what is Ordination then'?" asks Kierkegaardo 51 He goes on to declare 
that this equivocation characterises the whole bookg "There appears to be 
something there- but reallY nothing becomes said at alV1 o But the most 
dan~rous blurring of the edges occurs with regard to the opposition between 
f'ai th and knowledgeo 52 As indicated above, the Paradox which is the clue 
to the unravelling of the faith/knowledge dichotomy is cast aside by Martenseno 
The difference between 11 the essential thinker" and the Professor devolves 
·i31 
entirely upon the fact that the latter 01 takes a~·uzy the Paradox'1 o The 
Professor nill consequently become popular = but only at the expense of 
Christian trutho At this point~ and in his general criticism of IVlartensen 1 s 
Do__wat~os)\:ierkegae..rd is basically in agreement t'Jith Neilsen and Stillir.go 
~----~-
However» his main concern is not to restrict himself' to points of doctrine = 
for this would involve makL"1g concessions to Martensen 1 s methodological 
presuppositionso Rather, he wants to show to what extent Martensen's 
creation of a system ~ symptomatic of the disease of Christendomo 
Repeatedly whilst reading Christian Dogmat~cs he is prompted to make appeal 
to N~rtensen's whole existence as crying out against his so-called Christian 
teachingo Barly in the Dogmatics Kierkegaard finds Martensen insisting that 
Christianity must become a realit.Y for us, not simply an object of our 
imaginationo 53 But does Martensen's life match up to this demand for 
Christian fulfilment? Not at all~ says Kierkegaard, for it expresses only 
that he will enjoy the honour and good fortune which the Vlorld has to offero 
Similarly, towards the close of Christian Dogatics Kierkegaard reads about 
the inevi tabil.it,y of suffering for the Christian in the world 9 54 and yet 
Martensen's life reflects only accommodation with worldly wisdom and mannerso55 
In short, Martensen has adopted that Jllwnsterish 11 peace" which allows one to 
seek the most exalted places in society and the most pleasant things in life 
this mode of existence being made up to be Christianityo 56 Martensen 
corresponds not at all to tint dialectic of inv1ardness taught by Climacus = 
in fact, "Martensen is entirely without dialectic10 o 57 
Martensen then, is guilty of something far more reprehensible than 
mere doctrinal errore He is guilty of subverting the true existential 
demands of Christianity, beneath a morass of speculative dogmao Mediation 
has obscured also the necessity for a leap of faith on the part of the 
existing individualo The smug self=satisfaction of the 11 Professor11 which 
allows him to sit back and play speculative games with Christianity is 
nauseating in the view of a man whose whole authorship was designed to make 
people aware of the demands of Christian inwardnesso From this time forward 
the f'rofcssor crops up ever more frequently in the J'ournals as nell as the 
published vJOrks; he is yet another symbol of the decadence of Christendom 
so devastatingly attacked in Kierkeeaard 1 s last yearso 
But Kierkegaard VJas aJ.so critical of t<iartensen because he failed to 
make any significant reference to the pseudonymous literatureo58 Kierkegaard 
finds this silence the more disconcerting 'because many of the debatable 
subjects in the Do~at~~~ were precisely those attended to by Climacus and 
the rest. 59 '.Che extent to which this v1as a deliberately antagonising 
silence on l1iartensen ° s part is difficult to decide. Clearly the Kierkegaardian 
literature was a phenomenon with which he was only a little bit familiar 
and which he admired even lesso 60 The pseudonyms cut so drastically at the 
very roots of il1artensen' s thought that either they must be answered in a 
fully comprehensive w~ or summari~ dismissed at the very start. Martensen 
adopted the latter alternative there=after making only veiled references to 
Kierkegaard 0 s ideas. That such 11 a contemporary effort in Danish literature" 
should be so summarily disposed of by Martensen could only result in 
Kierkegaard 1 s becoming even more vehement in his protest. Also, it must 
serve to underline his resolve to become more direct in his couununication. 
Kierkegaard's anger was further sharpened by the almost fanatical 
acclaim accorded to Martensen on the publication of the Dogmatics - and 
especially when such acclailn was at his ovm expense. "I admit", he wrote 
in 1 850 61 11 that there was anger and indignation in my soul • o. when 
Martensen~ for example, was proclaimed as a profound genius, an earnest 
Christian who regenerated both learning ( videnskab) and Christianity in 
the North - whilst I was a fligh"ijr bird, a scatterbrain etc." This 
complaint no doubt has behind it the opinion of Frederik.e Bremer, a Swedish 
authoress who visited Copenhagen in search of material for a book about 
Denmark. Evidently she was most enthusiastic about Christian Do~atics 
and she it was who hailed Martensen as a speculative genius who "regenerated 
learning in the North11 o 62 She wished to meet Kierkegaard, but he refused. 
Consequently she took pleasure in describing hiln as a "woman 1 s-author" 
i .39 
(Qa_Ine"·-.;:t_oi-:fAt.ter:) o l\.icrke6o.ard d.oes not hesitate to lay at Lartensen as 
. 6.3 door the gu.ilt for th:i.s 1.nsult" 
A further instance of l:lartcnsen gaining credit at Kierkega2.rd 1 s expense 
involved the latter 1 s brother Petero On .30th October 1 01:-9 Fetcr Cl.eliverec1 
a speech to the Hosld.lde Convention during the course of v1hich he spoke about 
'I tb • h 1 • t > h • h S _! h . t t1 , ' ' ]_' f' ') 1..11 Gl.. ' .e r1.c ... :1. era cure rJ l.C ;oren as i:,l ven o ·1e re1:1.o.:.Lng pu.o l.C o..:· J enmar h o · 
He spoke on the text II Corinthians 5 g1.3 - ~~~,or whether we be beside ourselves~ 
it is to Godg or nhether vre be sober~ it is for your cause'' o ~'or the words 
here tra.nsla ted 11 be be side one selfl1 , Peter used Extase:Qo 
11 I tried first to interpret the v1ords in tb.eir context, and then to 
use them so as to show the difference between S~ren 1 s position and that 
of hiartensen 1 s J)_0~'1:tic 9 I said that ecstasy v7as by and larg'e the 
characteristic of S;6'ren~ calm of ~1iartenseno But I dealt chiefly with 
S~ren, and only used i;iartensen to offset what I said; as any reader 
of my speech may seeo Nevertheless, when the article was printed, and 
so I suppose came to S¢'ren 1 s lmowledge ~ he was displeased". 
This last remark is a considerable understatement! S¢'ren was of the opinion 
that the \7ord Extasen 
- 65 11 signifies for people in general the same as Mad11 o 
~~atever Peter in fact meant to imply by this use of words (and almost 
certainly, as Croxall observes~ 66 he meant that S¢'ren 11 did not keep calm") 
there is probably some substance in s,6ren 1 s fear that the average reader of 
Kirketidende would see here a reference to his being mentally unstable. But 
S,!IS'ren was as much affronted by Martensen being described as 11 calm11 in 
comparison with himself. 67 He writes, 11 It is surely something like 
confusion=mongering to take that text of St. Paul and point to rna.rtensen and 
me as representing respectively the two types of life spoken of in the texto 
For if you compare Martensen with Paul, then Paul is entirely (even his 
o- LJ ~poo UV)\( sobriety)) 68 ecstasy''. This comparison between t1artensen 
and Paul is a valuable one from Kierkegaard 1 s point of vievr, because thereby 
is highlighted the existential commitment which sur::·ounds the ·writing of the 
Epistles and yet which is so evidently lacking in the construction of a 
systematic .Christian Dogmatics such as Martensen 1 so Yet more fuel had 
been added to the fires of Kierkegaard' s antagonism towards Martensen and 
the brand of Christianity he representedo 69 
1'he question remains as to vJb;y Kierk.egaard~ feeling as strongly as he 
did about Christian Do~wa~ics and Martensen's treatment of his work, did not 
register a public protesto The ans-rJer to this question can be found in the 
JournaJ. entries relating to the debate follonine; the publication of tho 
Of especial value are the entries collected together under the 
general. hcadine; "Professor Martensen and the theological conflict occasioned 
by his 0DOJ?P1atics ' 11 o 70 Obviously Kierkegaard had a personal interest in 
Razmus Nielsen's contribution to the debate and a large amount of Journal space 
is devoted to thiso He is not happy with the way Nielsen has used J·ohannes 
Climacus~ particularly because he has tended to compromise too much with 
Ivlartensen°s conception of Christianity as a question of individual doctrineso 
The basic critical issue of' what it means to become a Christian ~ the central 
issue in ~os~sQript - has been set aside by Nielsen as he attemptsto pl~ 
Iv.iartensen at his own gameo 71 Furthermore~ Kierkegaard detects an element 
of personal emnity behind Nielsen's attack on Martensen~ a motive not 
conducive to clarity and honesty of thoughto 72 Also, and this is a frequently 
recurring charge from Kierlregaard 1 s side, the extent of' Nielsen 1 s dependence 
upon the pseudonyms for the fashioning of his own perspective is not always 
acknowledge do There is a degree of plagiarism here which causes Kierkegaard 
. t 73 some anx~e Yo But Kierkega.ard 1 s greatest regret is that Nielsen has 
jumped the gun .. No doubt his intentions were basical~ honourable and he 
is to be praised for the courage he has shovm in taking a stando However, 
his help is rather like that of an officer who sends his troops into battle 
a couple of hours too early or a couple of miles too far away - the strike 
is now something very differento 74 As yet Kierkegaard is not in a position 
to speak directly (although he is in no doubt what his reply to Martensen 
would be were he able to come oUt in the open, i.eo very much the accusations 
which feature in the ultimate "Attac~1 )o 75 The same reasons which keep him 
from publishing Training in Christianity make it necessary for him to confine 
criticism of Martensen 1 s Dogmatics to the pages of his Journalo He must not 
get embroiled in issues of secondary importance - such as the form and content 
of a dogmatic systemo Rather~ his crusade is against the religious smugness 
which makes the creation of a ~ystem possible~ and he must v1ait awhile before 
firing the most direct shots in his campaigno 76 
Prior to I:lar ten sen ° s s crmon in nhich he called Llyns ter 11 a ni tne s s to 
the truth11 » references to him in the Journals appear les.s and lesso The 
gr-eat majority of those references which do occur are gc:nerally related to 
well=tried issues ioeo the dispute about Chrifttian Do~~tiQ~ and Nielsen 1 s 
part in that dispute~ 77 the suggestion that Martensen is responsible for 
the rebirth of Videnskab and Christianity in the North~ and Peter 1 s comparison 
of Martensen and Kier lre gaardo 79 In addition to these overt comments about 
Martensen» there are de-personalised references to him as "The Prof'cssor91 o 
In the Journals of 1852 only two entries contain Martensen's name = and then 
nl . . 80 o y J.n passmgo On the other hand six entries feature 11 The Professor" o 81 
Such de=personalised references to Martensen reflects the thinly veiled 
82 
comments in 1'raining in Christianity: which did not escape Mynstero And 
as ~ynster saw Training in Christianity as an attack v1ith the double target 
of' Martensen and himself, so the remaining Journal entries tend to show how 
these two religious dignitaries, in spite of all their d:ii'f'erences, for 
Kierkega.ard's purposes were jointly identified as twin pillars of established 
Christianityo Thus we find the hyphenated form "Mynster=Martensen" standing 
for det Bestaaende, 83 whilst elsewhere Martensen and Uiynster are jointly 
accused of pursuing worldly advantage and good fortune instead of combatting 
11 the numerical" in accordance with their callingo 84 Similarly, Kierkegaard 
accuses Martensen of' the same errors which feature in his attack on Mynsterish 
Christianityo :So Martensen is ~ccused of presenting Christianicy as a means 
te a1 . th tha f. tl lf 'f . BS I th · try to mpor ga1n ra er n as pro J. ess se sacrJ. J.Ceo n J.s en 
it is the pursuit of worldly prestige and embellishments which contrives to 
water down the demands of Christian idealityo As far as 11 The Professor" 
is concerned, then Kierlregaard sees the retreat from true Christianity in 
terms of its reduction to the categories of scholarship and dogmao In such 
wise 11 the Professors entirely conceal what Christianity is" o 86 So Martensen 
is accused$ with IJynster$ of soft=pedall'int; the Christian requirementa Also~ 
:failure to match one's life to one's preaching incurs Kierkegaard 1 s wrath 
I . ll "' t 87 against ·:1artensen as Yle as 111yns er. l<'inally ~ one of the most often 
recurring comments about Martensen in these Journals recalls an earlier 
theme a Kierkegaard notes that people take notice of tlartensen because 
preaching Christianity is his living = m. th Kierkegaard the nhole thing is 
gr'atis and so is not 'taken seriously. To work £Lat~ is considered laughable. 88 
Here the nide acclaim offered by the age to rdartensen is seen to characterise 
the same general decadent spirit which encourages The Corsaj£ in its scurrilous 
attack on Kierkegaard a few years earlier. 
From these late Journal entries it is clear that I1·iynster was wrong 
in his estimate that Training in Chr__istiapity uas half an attack on Martensen 
and half an attack on himself. In fact the whole of this book is an attack 
on both r.iartensen and IViynster, the joint representatives of established 
Christianity or Christendom. The proposed sub-title to 11 The collected works 
2f completion (or 11consummation"), which included Training in Christianity 
was "An endeavour to introduce Christianity into Christendom". According to 
Kierkegaard, the Mynster-I.la.rtensen combination represented a fundamentally 
distorted perspective upon Christianity. Here was establishment, rather than 
becoming; the pursuit of comfort and position, rather than the leap of faith; 
here there was eloquence$ rather than existence; here was a diluted, doctrinal 
Christianity rather than the existential Christianity of the New Testamento 
As well as the positive aim of introducing Christianity into Christendon~ 
1'raining in Christianity also involves the layins of chare,es a§'rinst those 
elements responsible for introducing Christendom into Christianity. Martensen 
and l',lynster stand side by side in the same dock, indicted for the same offence. 89 
However, t;ynster 's estimate is right insofar as Martensen 11 The Professor" 
rather than Martensen the established church dignitary, has a special place 
in 1'ra,inin~. Early in the book, the theme of Christ as an object of faith 
rather than knowledge is stated and holds its place as central to the whole 
argument. So we readg "••• there is absolutely nothing that can be 'known' 
about him" (po 26); ".Jesus Christ is the object of fe5. th; one must either 
believe on him or be offended. :b'or to 10 lmovl1 signifie:s exactly that the 
reference is not to Hi.mo It is true enough that history furntshes knovrled(p 
:in aburJ.dance, but lmowledgo demo lis he s Jesus Chrint11 o (Po 36) 90 Here it :l.s 
speculation vrh:ich is implicitly under attacko Zlsenhere the references are 
much more direct~ v:izo g 10 Speculation naturally had the notion that :it 
1 comprehended 0 God=Lian = this one can easily comprehend, for speculation in 
speculating about the God=f1lan leaves out temporal existence, contemporaneousness 
and reality'1 .(po 8.3) o Or~ 11 oo o in Christendom we have all become Christians 
uithout taking notice of that which incidentally is the Christian weapon of 
defence against 11 speculative comprehension" and a death dealing blow against 
it~ viz. the possibility of the offence ~ yea, it would seem, without even 
noticing that it is Jesus Christ himself that calls attention to the presence 
of the possibility of the offence; and surely it may be supposed that in 
this respect He is as \·:ell informed as the whole aggregation of speculative 
theological professors~ vtithout whose help and countenance, indeed,as everybody 
lmm1s, Christianity came into the world~ whereas it is quite possible, supposing 
there was nothing else to hinder, that by their help and countenance it might 
be smuggled out of the worl~' (p .. 104). That ~~tensen is the principal 
'
1Speculative theo~ogical professor" Kierkegaard has in mind may not be 
questioned.. 91 Further side=swipes at Martensen and those he typifies recur 
pe!'sistently throughout the book .. There are passa~s attacking "professional 
lecturing (~)on Christianity'' (p .. 68), indeed, it is asserted that 
"Our a~ e e .. knows no other way of communication but the mediocre way of 
lecturing' (pe 1.3.3) e The contemporary trend towards 11 proofs11 and 1ndoctrines11 
so characteristic of 11 the newest philosopey" (p. 201), is criticised at many 
points., In 11 The Moral" (p. 71) Anti-Climacus points to the abolition or 
abatement of the fact 6£ sin as at least in part caused by learning "which has 
invented the doctrine of 0 0 & sin in general", whilst a little further on it 
is roundly declared thatg "Christianity is not a doctrine" (p .. 108). 93 
Theological "proofs" meet with a similar condemnation for: 11 in the situation 
'l !1 1:. 
of contemporaneousness the direct proof is impossi'ble11 (po 99) a Kierkegaard 0 s 
contempt for the Professors and D_QQ~n~s is summed up by reference to those 
who are 11 pampered by learning' (Po 1 77) o 
iSo ~ vJhilst it is true that Kierkegaaro. did not enter ope:0.J.y :l.nto a direct 
confrontation ID. th r.lartensen at this stage~ still his viens did not escape 
publicationo Iiowever, this critique is still thinly disguiGcdo Kierkegaord 
insists that his intention lay in the direction of making the reader aware 
of himself as in the wrong before Godo ~rai~iQB is not to be read as though 
it were designed to highlight the faults of Martensen and 1Jynstero93 In 
the papers relating to Trainin,_g Kierk.egaard is unequivocal in his condemnation 
of N~rtensen as one who has lost sight of Christianity in his pursuit of a 
worldly careero 94 But, as Lowrie observed~ "this book had not the petty 
aim of attacking individuals" o 95 Such directness must wait upon the 
admission= or rather, upon the absence of the admissiono Meanwhile~ 
Kierk.egaard must rest content with this challenge to Christendom~ at the same 
time building an arsenal of verbal weapons in his Journal ready for tb.e final, 
inevitable assaulto As Kierk.egaard 0 s main concern comes to be dominated 
more and more by the issues of established Christianity, it is naturally 
Mynster who commands attention at Martensen 1 s expenseo Howeverp by 
scrutinising the Works and Journals we have discerned how Kierk.egaard' s 
opinion of Martensen developed and was expresseda We have seen enough to 
understand how poignant~ Kierkegaard must have felt the significance of this 
man, of all men, calling Mynster "a Witness to the truth"o 96 
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very first entry in the .:fournals CfaJ=!o I A 1) as Vll:'i tten under the 
gr-ateful impetus of conversations v!ith Martensenll his private tutor. 
Capel translates thusg '"ro see one light clearly always requires 
anothero For if r;e imagine our1iilelves in total darkness and presented 
with a single point of light, we would be unable to determine what we 
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8. Jo Lo Heiberg: Prosaiske Skriftero Kbho 1861 o Volo I Po 465 
9o Ho Lo Martensen: Maanedskrift for Litteratur. Kbho 1836., Vola 16 po 515o 
See So Arildsen: Ho L,. Martensen. Kbho 1932o pps. 114 ~ 7; No Thulstrup: 
OPo cite ppso 85 ~ 6; T. H. Croxall: Johannes Climacus or De Omnibus 
Dubitandum Esto Ao & Co Black 1958. ppso 47 - 50 
1 Oo Ho Lo Martensen: OPo ci to Po 51 8 
11 0 
12o 
13o 
14o 
~0 Po 52.3 
~0 po 524 
~0 Po 526 
No Thulstrup: O:Qo 
15o PapolA328Po140 
cito Po 87 
16o Vizo his promise to use 10 another occasion" to explain how it is he would 
go beyond Hegel 
1 7o Papo II A 260 
1 9o 
20o 
21 0 
22o 
:b'ra Brandtg Den Un@ Kierkegaardo K.bho 1 9?.9a ppso 419 f:f o; 
Eo Hirschg ICierk;ga-;;a:St~di~n-o ~C-utersloh 19.3.3. Vola I Po 4.32 and 
Volo II pps a~ 556 ff' o; Ko .J·e~se~iu:;;g No gl_~JS2:~X:lse=~ft:t:dc~~!u~;he_I:O 
A.bho 1932o ppso 70 ffo; Co Roosg 1\..t~;r.ke_ga.ard _o_gG()e_t~o Kbh. i955o 
ppso 1.30 ffo 
No Thulstrupg OJlo cito ppso 156 = i 71 
ib_id.,o ppso 162 =4 
So lifo Thulstrupg i_b)odo Po 161 
.;p_i_Q;o Po 1 71 
2.3o Among other points of agreement between the dialogue of this play and 
fapo I A .328 we may note the recurrence of the theme concerning the 
popularising of the System; and also the emphasis upon Descartes and 
his pioneering role as the one who laid do.m the rationalist principles 
which He~lianism has come to perfecto 
24o The fact that Phrase seems to embark upon a simple repetition of 
Vo Springgaasen°s discourse (po .300) after making his claim to have gone 
beyond Hegel suggests that, in Kierkegaard 9 s eyes~ N'Ja.rtensen ° s claims 
ar~ entirely groundless, with the inference that he has nothing more to 
offer over and above Heiberg 0s statement of the Hegelian caseo 
25o J 9 Hohlcnbergg Den Ensommes Vejo Kbho 1948o po 82 
26o The review appeared in Urania yearbook for 1844o Kbho i 84..3. ppso 97 = 102 
27o An echo of his earlier strictures against those 11 who have to live on 
others" o Papo I A 328 
28o A plea which was not wholly respectedo (Thulstrup: opo C~o po 314)o 
See the Preface to Martensen 1 s Christelige Do~tiko Kbho 184.9o po Ill 
and Den Christelige Etiko Kbho 1 ~1 o Volo I Po 275 
29o See No Thulstrup~ Philosophical Fraf!}llent~ (Commentator 9 s introduction) o 
Princeton 1962o po LXg "Kierkegaard always had respect for Hegel himself~ 
in spite of disagreement, and disrespect for his chattering disciples11 o 
b'or a direct statement of Kierke ~d 1 s admiration for, and indebtedness 
to He gel, see Papo VI B 54e1 2 o This is the more significant in so far 
as it relates to Postscriptwhich contained Kierkegaard 0 s most consistent 
and closely argued critique of Hegelianismo 
.30o This matter of popularising the System was of especial importance to 
the right-wing Hegelians such as Martenseno They wished to emphasise the 
cohesion between Hegel's teaching and traditional Church orthodoxy and 
so» inevitably, the debate encroached upon a very extensive area of 
concerno 
31 o No 'l'hulstrupg Kierkegaard 1 s E'orhold til Hep;elo Po 315 
32o ~o ppso 118 = 9o In his notes to Afsluttende Uvidenskabelig 
Efterskrift (Kbho 1962o Volo II Po 17.3) Thulstrup comments that a 
Journal entry aimed directly at Martensen's Dowatics (Papo X 1 A 554) 
reiterates precisely the main theme of Po~scripto Lars Bejerholm tends 
to lay greater stress upon Heiberg's influence although not to the 
exclusion of hlartensen 1 So (Meddelelsers Dialektiko Lund 1 962o ppso 74» 
96 ffo)· 
3.3 o J o HeyvJOod 'l'homas g J>~J>~je~c ~~'il_:i ty_ ~·--p~~<l:oxo Bla.cknellll Oxford 1 95 7 o 
Po 20 
.34o See .J=:o_s~~cr:i~ Po .3.31 g 11 Just as in lesser things there have been people 
nho have not much troubled themselves to understand Hegel, but have been 
aJ.l the more eagar for the profit of going still further than :ucgel, so 
it is tempting enough in connection rJith someth:i.ng so grca,t e.nd sit;nificant 
as Christianity to have gone further1l o Edward Geismar aJ.so points to 
Kierkegaard 9 s criticism in rost_s_c_r~iR~ (po 258 fo) of: those who make 
humour the hie;hest stage .lill".L'.C:H faith as a direct attack on ;~,artenseno 
Eo Geismar3 Sjr_e_n_I~er_ke_y,e,ar_do Kbho 1927 = Bo VoL I Po 1 OOo See 
Ho Lo hiartenseng Grunfu.Tcfs-til Moral~j.].oso_n_hiens___§y_:'}_:temo Kbho 1 84.1 o Po 60 ----=~---~ 
.35o No Thulstrup3 IG.:erkeA.~d 0 s Fo_rhold. t_il He_ge].,o ppso .328 = .3.33 
.36o Fro Brandt (Den Un_g_e S_&ren Kierkegaar_9.o Kbho 1929) has indicated 
Kierkegaard 1 s use of his contemporaries as models for characters in his 
pseudonymous works eo go Po Lo Ivi¢'ller (po 71 f o) and Po Vo Jacobsen (po 160 f o) 
No ~flo Plum (Jakob Peter I'l'@ster:,o Kbho 1 9.38o ppso 9 = 1 0) takes this a 
stage further and suggests that in like manner Kierkegaard has constructed 
two I.:ynsters to suit his own endso Clearly the student drama shows 
Kierkegaard personifying Heiberg and Martensen in like manner and, we 
suggest, this tendency towards the personification of Hegelian perspectives 
is a feature of the more straightforward literary - production 
as welL So Lee Capel writes: 11 As he required literary types to embody 
and give p~esence to philosophic standpoints or sta§es of intellectual 
and psychological development, so his discussion of concepts and cognitive 
issues was not rdthout concrete reference to living personalities in his 
immediate milieu" o Concept of Irol!Yo Collins 1966o po 14 
37 o Magnus Eirikson: 11 Dro Ho Martensen's trykte moralske Peragrafer, eller 
det saakaldte Grundrids til Moral philosophiens System af Dro Hans 
Martensen11 o Addresseaviseno 1 846o Nrso 274 and 275 
.38o See Lee Capel: opo cito Po 428 
39o I:_a..no X 1 A 566o Cfo 622 
40o Pap .. X 1 A 553, 554jl 858j) 56-t , 566, 573 
41 0 Papo X 1 A 55.3 
42o PaPo X 1 A 561 o Cfo X 6 B 108 
4.3o See Postscri~ Po 49 where Kierkegaard attacks the speculative viev~oint 
because, although claiming that it proceeds from nothing, in fact 
Christianity is assumed as giveno 
44o PaPo X 1 A 56-t , 604, 679o Cfo X 6 B 111 Po 138 where Nielsen is chided 
for not making this point strongzy enough against Martenseno See also 
X 6 B 114 Po 146 
45o Pa£o X 1 A 554 
46o See above note .32 
47o Pa_Eo X 1 A 558, 604 
48o See fuo X 6 B 114 
l:-9 o }?_aJ~o X 1 A 5 j6 
50. Ho Lo lil&'tenseng Q_~_Etian_D_oj'Jilaticso '.fo and To Clark 1 860a po 272 
51 o PaJ?.o X 1 A 622o Cf o t_§p,a X 1 A 578 
52o C:i.'o ga.po X 2 A 596 rrhere Kierkegaarcl. counters the traditional view· that 
!'.iartensen has emphasised tba place of thought in relation to faith 
vJhereas KierLegaard does nato In fact~ sa;ys Kierkegaard, the opposite 
is the caseo He invokes reason most fully so as to show its limitationso 
5.3a ~aJ2o X 1 A 558 
54o Papo X 1 A 61 6 
55o Cfa P~o X 5 l3 54 where Kierkegaard says that one cannot do tvro things 
at once. Whilst IiJartensen is pursuing a worldJ¥ career it is not 
surprising to find that he has no idea of what Christianity iso 
56. ~t±Eo X 1 A 56.3 
57o fa__Qo X 1 A 604 
58o See especially Pap. X 6 B i09o Also X 6 B 114 po 147; 116 Po 151; 
1 21 p 0 1 59 = 1 60 
59o ,!:~o X 2 A 118 
60o Ho Lo Martensen: Dopmatiske Oplysningero Kbho 1 850o po 1.3 
61 o Papo X .3 A 289 
62o Papo X 2 A 155o Cfo X 6 B 105 po 1.32; 1.37 Po 184 
6.3o Pa__Ro X 1 A 658 po 412o Cf. X 2 A 25; EoPo VI 611 ~ 622 fo 
Quotations are from T. H. Croxall 0 s translation of passa§as from P. Co 
Kierkegaard 1 s QQ_llected Ylor!c~ Vol. IV p. 121 o (Glimpses and Il!!l!:§ssions 
Nisbet 1959o po 118 f) o The speech was reported in Dansk Kirketidende 
16th December, '1 849 ~ where Kierkegaard read it. As a result of his 
·investigations into Po Co Kierkegaard 0 s papers, Otto Holmgaard has been 
able to reconstruct both this 1849 speech and the second one delivered 
July 1855o He has published them under the title Exstaticus (Kbho 1967) 
furnished with an instructive iniroduction. (See also: Otto Holmgaard: 
"S ren Kier~_ards storm mod Kirken" o (S ro .Amstidende 7a11 a1955); 
Carl J r§enseng S ren Kierke aards Skuffelsero_Kbho 1967o ppso 55- 60)) 
See Breve og Akstykker Edo No Thulstrup: Kbho 195.3) Noo 240 and 
Commentary po 106o This letter written by Spren to his brother soon 
after the appearance of the latter's article in the newspaper is somewhat 
milder in expression than the Journal entries on the subjecto Clearly 
si!S'ren felt that the time ..vas still not right for him to speak his mind 
without reserve - even when questions of personal offence were involvedo 
Also$ the mildness of the letter suggests that Kierkegaard is more 
antagonistic towards the spirit of an a§a which could make such a comparison 
between himself and Martensen possible than towards any one individualo 
65o P~o XI 1 A 47o Cf. XI 2 A 307 Po .334 
66o opo cito Po 11 8 note 2 
67o See Oo Holmgaard: ~xstaticus Po 10 
68o ;t:~.o X 2 A 273 o Ci' o 286 11 275 9 280 
Cf o Papo X 6 B 1 :?.9 = 1.32 vvhere Kierke gaard 0 s main complaint against Peter 
is b~s~d on the fact that a lectureJJ prepared at very short notice to 
fill up a gap in the proceedings~ should be committed to printo That 
tha comparison betvreen himself and Martensen should be made is not so 
important as the question whether it should be printed in a newspapar 
and thus be exposed to the possibility of public misunderstandingo 
Cfo X 2 A 256; 1IT 1 A 47 
70o F_a:Qo X 6 B ppso 127 = 1 9.3 
71 o ,Papo X 6 B pps o 154 = 7 o Cf o Po~tscri~ po 270~ 11 If' the champions of 
an either-or invade the sphere of pure thought and there seek to defend 
their cause, they are quite without justification" o See also _Papo 
X4A464 
72o P~<> X 2 A 580; X .3 A 2 Po 5 
7.3o See Po_stscri~ po 5; ~o IV A 141 (1'I loath all plagiarists"); 
X .3 A 198, 292 
74-o PI:!J2o X 4 A .36.3 po 214o No Thulstrup describes Nielsen 1 s attack upon 
Martensen's ~a tic~ as 11 undoubtedly well=meant ~ but naive and clumsy11 
(Afsluttende Uvidenskabelig Efters:kr_:ij'to Volo II Po 130) o This states 
the situation preciseiyo Kierkegaard is unequivocal on the matter: 
11 the whole Nielsenesque diversion against Martensen is disagr-eeable 
to me11 (Papo X 2 A 1 88) o Nielsen himself in 1855 explains that Kierkega.ard' s 
criticism of him for acting polemically against his colleagues was based, 
not on a supposed misunderstanding of the Faith/KnovTledge issue~ but 
on a reluctance to compromise Iviynster and iViartenseno Here Nielsen 
shows himself to be sensitive to the personal issues controlling 
Kier ke gaard' s behaviour in the years immedia tell prior to the 11 Attack!' o 
(Faedrelandeto 1 Oo 1 o 1 855: "En god Gjerning') 
75o See Papo X .3 A 1 05 
76o See ~o X .3 A .313 where Kierke_ga.ard explains that~ though tempted to 
join Nielsen and Stilling in an open attack on Martensen~ the time was 
not righto The masses may have got the impression that he was only 
after worldly advantageo 
77o See Papo X 2 A 495» 580 9 589 9 596; X .3 A 2l1 12, 70, 74l1 95» 105» 164.1> 
188» 198» 226, 292» 567» 678, 681, 701; X 4 A 164, 36.3; X 5 A 125 
78o See Papo X 3 A 274 
79o See Papo XI 1 A 47 l> 48 
80o Papo X 4 A 551 Po .369; X 4 A 604 
81 o Papo X 4 A 450p 503 .1> 532, 614, 628, 629o Cfo also X 3 A 316 .s> .398 
82o See Papo X .3 A 563o 11 o o o one half of the book is an attack on 
Martensen, the other half on me" 
83o Papo X 5 A 125 
84o Papo X 4 A 551 
85o Papo X .3 A 797 
86o f:S£oX 4 .i'1. 532a Cfa X 3 A 398 w.hzre tlre scene is set on j-udgement Daya 
The Professor ~s asked by our Lord if he has sought first the Kin@dom 
•i 50 
of God.a His reply is that, although he can°t say yes to that question 
at least he knows wM:t 11 to seek first the Kingdom of God11 is in notj)J.st 
seven but nine languages~ ~he Professor 0 s characteristic tendency to 
merely talk about Christianity rather than enter existentially into it 
is taken up at .faEa X 4 A 503 -where the mere profession of' al!other man as 
sacrifice is seen to replace the element of self=sacrifice 'neces-S'ary-to. 
total Christian commitmenta The Professor simply conceptualiseso 
(JC 4 A 6i L~o) • 
87o See ~a~.o X 3 A 313 
<38o See Pa_,:po X .3 A 274~ X 4 A 1 92 
89o However~ nhilst it is significant that Kierkegaard allies lliartensen 
with l'Jiynster as joint representatives of a particular 11 church=vie>-J11 ~ 
it is still 1\iynster who dominates the Journals of the last yearso 
Kierkegaard demanded an admission from the head of the State Church 
on behalf of the State Church = and this meant ~~iynster rather than 
lvla.rtenseno (See Papa XI 3 B 1 » 15 Po 41 ff o Also J o Ko Bukd.alg 
II Indrr&'mmelsen Dens plads i s¢'ren Kierkegaa.rds kristendomsforstaelse 
og vaekkelsaktiorr1 o Dansk Teologisk Tidsskrift XXVIg 2 (Kbha 1963) 
ppso 115 = 6; Ho Diemg Kierkegaard's Dialectic of Existence ppso 116 = 8) 
90o See also Train~ ppso 40~ 82~ 97 - 8~ 200 = 202 etdo 
91 a See Training Po 90o Lowrie 1 s footnote 
92 o See also Training pps o 1 22 ~ 3; 1 25 = 7; 1 40 = 4.3 
93o See PaPo X 5 B 111 ppso 303 = 4 
94a Papa X 5 B 54 
95a See 1raining po 90o Lowrie's footnote 
96o See Po Po Rohdeg Siren Kierkegaardo En Geni i ~stado Kbho 1 962a 
Po 43 
":'. 
P.A.ll.T III 
The 11 Attac~1 ~ its Backgr-ound~ Evolution and Progr-ess 
The Journals belonging to the period illunediately following the 
publication of Co~~JuOL~~nscientific Postsc~i~~ contain a large number 
of entries concerned uith l{ie~ke~d 0 s position in 10 a market towd1 1 a~~ 
his consciousness of being misunderstoodo The Y~~_sa~ incident ensured 
that he became acutely aware of being misunderstood as a personality 11 but 
linked to this is his awareness of being misunderstood as an authoro TJ:>...e 
point is best illustrated with a few e~amplesg 
11 o o o my life at the present time is exhausting; I am convinced 
that not a single person understands me'0 o 
i 52 
"It is by being so thoroughly consistent that I myself have really 
brought about the collisiono Had I only been half as consistent~ I 
should~ even by now» have been well understood~ a 2 
This entry speaks to the inability of his age to gr-asp too central theme of 
his complex productiono A little later in the same 10 Report10 » the point is 
made more explicitg 
19 My contemporaries can form no idea of my work as a wholeo 
Either=Or divided into four or six parts and published separately 11 
so that it occupied six years; that would have been suitableo But 
that each part of Either=Or should only be part of the whole, and 
·then again» Ei ther..Or onzy part of a whole~ that is eriougjl to make 
one take leave of one's senses, s~s the bourgeois age we live inHo 3 
The 11 Report10 concludes» in fact , with a passionate express ion of regret at 
having to deal with a "rabble" made up of men 10 who are unable to think two 
thoughts together» and can only under stand that which is base and wretched" o 4 
These sentiments are taken up and developed many times dUTing the ensuing 
month so For example, the following entry which shows the effect that the 
Corsair attack has had upon his estimation of The Present A~o Looking to 
the future» Kierkegaard writesg 
11 The situation will change; I shall no longer have to bear the 
inquisitiveness of contemporaries who have at the most a few minutes 
to spend glancing through the books~ or hardly even that 9 though plenty 
of time to be contemptuous o 10 
"Contemporaries are as a rule impressed~ they cannot forget that 
the other man looks like them and like otherso But my contemporaries 
are pa.rticukly strong in thair appreciation of my trousers = and in· 
that they are right~ it is just about all that they can understand of 
me11 a 5 · · 
1 5.3 
In thf.l last BXlaJ\ysis it is the Kierlregaa,Jrdian dialectic the aga cannot 
6 
comprehendo To>1ards too end of 1 847 9 and about the time uhen ire n-as 
preparing a course of lectures on tl T~ Dialectic of Ethical and Ethic&l= 
Religious Communioation11 v 7 KieX'lregaax'd rmote in his ~'ZoUX'nal as f'ollm1sg 
10 \Jkl,';)n in X'egerd to communicating something it is self'=eviclent 
\"Jhat to communicate meansll men it is simply a matter of course and not 
a moment needs to be wasted discussing the question 9 r1hen it is the kind 
of assumption which does not even need to be mentioned~ then~ if one 
has something to communicate» it is as easy as shelling pease But 
when an author has an individual conception of what communication is» 
when perhaps the distinctive characteristic~ the reali~ of its 
historical importance is concentrated in precisely that; well» then it 
will be a long affair = 0 school of patienceo Before there can be 
any mention of understanding_ anything which he has communicated one 
must first of all undei:'stand him from the point of view of his particular 
dialectic of' communicationll and understand everything from that point 
of viewo E'or that particular dialectic of communication cannot be 
communicated in the traditional dialectical formo The a~ will of 
course require this of himo Oh, how long will it take to be understood 9 
0 school of patienceo And the more a man understands himself through 
what he understands, the more easi~ he will discover that he is not 
understood ~ onlY those who themselves unders~d nothing can succeed 
with the illusion of believing that evecyone understands themo Oh~ 
the sadness ll of having understood something true = and then of only 
seeing oneself misunderstoo~1 o 8 
Although recognising the inevitability of being misund.er stood ll Kier ke gaard 
is still passionate~ aware of the frustration which such misunderstanding 
invokes in the . ethico=religious communicatoro 9 
Yet the lack of comprehension which characterised ~neral public reaction 
to Kierkegaard 1 s authorship did not onJ.y function on the intellectual levelo 
It was not simply a case of his books being read and the point missedo In 
addition, Kierkegaard 0s position as a free lance writer militated against 
his being taken at all seriouszy by his contemporarieso He has the impression 
that, as things stand in Copenhagen, a man who philosophises is deemed to 
be wasting his time unless, like Sibbern» he earns his living as a professor 
of philosophyo He writes~ "If one is a private person and consequent~ 
philosophise s for philosopey 1 s sake (which Sib bern certai.n:cy does 11 but 
which people do not in effect realise) they look upon it as just as mad as 
though a person of independent means were to sweep chimneys10 o 1 0 Nowadays 
only the man who teaches or preaches f'or a living is taken seriously = 
11 I am reckless because I work as well as anybody» without having a living' o 11 
The extent of Kierlregaard 1 s frustrations in the face of such an 
attitude is not difficult to imagineo His authorship had been dedicated 
to the cause of religious subjectivityo He had sought to reinstate the 
significance of Cbristiani~ as truth to be appropriated by single individuals 
immersed in the passions of existenceo He was the one who had insisted 
that "only the truth which edifies is truth for thBeF o Yet here he was 
confronted with the view that truth comes only from the lips of those who 
expound it for a livingo This is in line v1i th the prevailing obsession 
with conformi~o The 11 officiaJ. meaning0 must be generally adhered toll 
thus preventing people = even people of considerable ability = from coming 
to terms with the truth which Kierkega.ard has confronted them, and which 
they must sooner or later confront in eternit.yo 12 Whilst the mass of 
people ignore him because he has no official status, the gifted people 
who read him and do in fact understand what he says either shy away from 
his teaching i 3 or deliberately misrepresent ito 14 Even though he can take 
comfort from the fact that he will not deceive himself into thinking that he 
can be understood before his death, and even though he can understand wey 
he cannot be understood before then, and that all this is part of his duty ll 
yet still he complains that "truly it is a huge tas~'. i5 
Now 11 Kierkegaard' s feeling ;of being misunderstood was nothing newo 
In 1834 he reflects in the Journal upon the tragic in terms of being 
misunderstood and goes so far as to carefully arrange a hierarcey of tragic 
situations which owe their tragic content to the incidence of misunderstandingo 
He declares that wnoubtless the most sublime tragedy consists in being 
misunderstood" and then develops this in terms of Christ and then on down 
the scale via Job, Goethe and Holbergo He ends with ~~ the busyboey11 from 
one of Holberg's comedies who 11 sees himself encumbered with an enormous mass 
of concerns; eve~one else smiles at him and sees nothing1 o Kierke gaard 
then adds g "The tragedy in the eypochondriac 1 s life also stems from this = 
and also the tragedy in the character who is seized with a longing for 
de t d himiO 1 6 something higher and who then encounters people who do not un rs an o 
As Lialantschuk observesg 10 most of tlwse examples have a certain connection 
.-Jith Kierkegaard 9 s mm situationso This is most apparent in the last two 
exe.mples11 o "i 7 Thus~ in February~> i836v he writesg 11 People understand me 
so little that they do not oven understand nhcn I complain of being 
misunderstood10 o 18 Vqhilst in November l> 1837 9 he decla.resg 
11 It is reaJ.ly all nonsense about 111riting for or..e 0 s own time 9 
that is not how things happeno It all begins with one or more people 
going mad~ according to the importance of the idea ooo then a great 
mind comes along and understands the idea; but is not understood by 
his contemporaries11 " 19 
So, even before his authorship began, K.ierkegaard reveals an awareness 
that misunderstanding is a real threat facing the exceptional mano Also 
155 
he clearly sees it as part of his own fate as a genius in the bourgeois 
20 
confines of 19th Century Copenhageno Whatever the merits of Kierkegaard 0 s 
behaviour with respect to The Corsair,21 his Journals leave us in no doubt 
as to how deeply he felt the public ridicule and disdain which issued from 
this affairo 22 Eight years later he wrote in his Journal of "The wild 
goose11 and there is obvious reference made here to the period when he suffered 
at the hands of public opinion and the popular presso 23 Also, it is an 
account of the collapse in the understanding established between wild and 
domestic geeseo Generally speald.ngJ when the wild goose is heard overhead, 
the domestic geese on the ground become a little agitated but there is no 
real ambition amongst them to try and join himo However: 
"Once upon a time there was a wild gooseo In Autumn,about the 
migrating time, it noticed some domestic geeseo It fell in love 
with them, it seemed a sin to fl,y awa:y from them, it hoped to win 
them for its life, so that they would resolve to accompany it when 
the migr"ation begano 
11 To this end, it took up with them in every possible way, it tried 
to attract them to rise a little higher~ alwa:ys a little higher in their 
flight, that they might if at all possible take part in the migrationJ 
released from the miserable and mediocre life of waddling around on 
the earth as respectable domestic geeseo 
19 At first the domestic geese thought it was quite amusing, and 
they developed an affection for the wild gooseo But soon they got 
tired of it, theyrebuffed it with rough wordsv chiding it for a 
fantastic fool without experience or wisdomo But alas, the wild 
goose had become so familiar with the domestic geese that they had 
gradually acquired power over it, their words impressed it ~ and 
the end of the story is that the wild goose became a domestic gooseo 11 
So far it is clear that the ~ild g~ose erred in trying to overstep the 
natural ancl necessary understanding between wild and domestic geese. But 
then Kierkega.ard goes on to argue that~ uhere Christianity is the determining 
factor~ it is possible for the domestic g'Oose to become wild. 'l'he natural 
understanding can be over=ruled~ VJith a subsequent collision of interests. 
Indeed it is the Christian 1 s responsi-bility to encourag--e domestic geese 
to become wild. I.1eanwhile, the Christian is warned against the danger of 
the domestic geese getting power over him and compelling him to ,join them. 
So~ with the wild gpose trying to convert the domestic geese, and the 
domestic geese at the same time trying to win him to their way of life Jl 
there must inevitably be misunderstanding. 
This parable makes it clear that, for Kierkegaard, part of the Christian's 
calling is to a life of suffering and disdain, an existence which always 
carries the threat of being misunderstood. In accordance with his thought 
vJay back in 1 8.34, Kierkegaard now spells out this tragic aspect of the 
Christian's situation in life. 24 
By taking these examples from Kierkega.ard 1 s Journals, ranging over a 
period of 21 years, we have shovm that he consistent~ associated misunderstanding 
with the life of the ethico-religious individual. However, it is significant 
that this factor came to the fore especial~ in the years immediate~ after 
the publication of Postscript. Furthermore, we must note that it is not 
only the question of the Christian inevitably being misun.derstood, or the 
genius being misunderstood, which concerns him here = as we have seen~ these 
things he took for granted all along; but also he begins to show a real 
concern about his own authorship being misunderstood. Hitherto he had 
noted the existential trage~ involved when particular individuals are 
subjected to grave misunderstanding~ but now he senses that his authorship 
has suffered the same fate. The Corsair incident and its aftermath plainly 
revealed that the generality of folk had failed to comprehend his message. 
But also, and maybe this hurt him most of all$ certain events revealed 
that particular individuals, of whom he expected something better, shov1ed 
just as little undcr.stanCJ.i.nc-;o 25 Eere we take esrccial note of Lynster, 
Liar ten sen, PoCo J.der kegaaru and lludelbacho 
Of these four men, cer.to.:i.nly ~.;ynster is to be considered the t,Jost 
si(';Xlificant for the purposes of this discussiono r:~ier ke gaard had a s pec:i eJ. 
long,standing relationship to the Bishop traceable back to his early 
childhood a Here we must spend some time on Kierkcga.ard 9 s often expressed 
anxiety to be understood by r.'iynster and to have his books approved by 
11 my father 1 s priest" o This anxiety is especially apparent in the years 
after Po=sJlLcr:i£1 vms published, and most of the subsequent books are accom= 
panied by Journal entries pertaining to Iviynster 1 s opinion of themo Hov1ever, 
we begin vJith the 11 Heport" dated !.!arch 9th, 1846, i.eo less than tv10 vreeks 
after fos_isgipt appeared and three weeks prior to the publication of 
At one point earl_y in the "Report" ,26 Ki®"kegaard 
reveals an acute sensitivity to what Mynster might thinko He is talking 
about his Preface to PosJscripi;,, where he expresses satisfaction at the 
absence of a sensational response to Philosophical FrtySlnentso He rejoices 
that 
11 No learned outcry was raised to mislead the expectant multi tude~ 
no shouts of warning from our literary sentinels served to put the 
reading public on its guard; everything happened with due decency 
and decorum ooo The Author is thus £LUa author in the happy situation 
of owing nothing to anybody = I refer to critics, reviewers, middlemen, 
appraisers and the like, these tailors of the literary world, who make 
the man and help the author cut a figure 11 o 27 
He goes on to rehearse the advanta~s of being the subject of disapproval~ 
rather than acclaimo To have one's work negatively received is likely to 
result in far less encroachment upon one's private life and personal 
l 'b t• 28 J. er J.es o 
So, in the "Report" he '\7rites: 
"Now, there was something in the Preface (to E_ostscri~) which 
might certainly have been a reference to The .Corsair affair ooo Now, 
had I bothered myself about The Corsair, I should have altered it 
slightly, precisely in order to avoid. giving that impression a I 
lmow hovr 1 fought vlith myself, as to whether I should do so or not 
because it pained me to think what Bishop Mynster, for example, might 
think: fancy Kierkeg.':l.ard taking account of such a thing in a boolC' o 
ne may compare this -e-Ji th an entry rJri tten twenty months later (November~ 
i 847) and after the publication of lf<?!')fs _ _£:[~ko_:y~~ 
nToday I called on Bishop ll1ynstero He said he was very busy so 
I left immediately o But he >Jas also very cold to meo He is probably 
shocked by the last booko That is hovJ I understood ito Perhaps I 
am mistakeno But where I am not mistaken is in something else» that 
this has given me a sense of calm which I have not experienced beforeo 
I have always shrunk from writing what I knevr must shock him, aJ.most 
embitter l1imo Now I presume it has happenedo It has happened maxzy-
times before, but he would not let himself be shockedo But it is what 
hurts for a moment that gives me life and pleasureo I have never done 
the least thing to win his approval or his assents but it would have 
pleased me indescribably to have had him agreeing with me = for his 
sake, too; for I know better than anyone that I am right = from his 
sermons" o 29 
Here we see the same sensitivi~ to Wwnster 0 s feelings although we may also 
detect a certain amount of resignation to the inevitability of shocking the 
old mano As the final sentence indicates, Kierkegaard was in the process 
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of developing an ever more critical stance l7ith regard to Mynster's sermons,30 
whilst MYnster 0 s part in the drama of Kierkegaard's vascillating approach to 
the possibility of seeking ordination did nothing to foster Kierkegaard's 
confidence in himo 
Late in 1846 8 Kierkegaard notes that, whilst Mynster's support for 
his move to a country parsonage certainly corresponds vd th his desires, 
still their respective premises are at varianceo Mynster is under the 
impression that such a move will further Kierkegaard along the road "to 
becomingSlClthing'' » whilst the latter, his authorship now completed, wants 
only " to be as little as po ss ible11 o Thus he concludes that, "V!hen Bishop 
Mynster advises me to be a country parson, he evidently does not understand 
me" o 31 Just two months later» Kierlregaa.rd expresses the view that Mynster' s 
motives are not entirely honourableo "It is evident11 , says Kierkegaard, 
11 that he looks upon me as a suspicious and dan~rous persono He therefore 
wants to have me out in the countryO o Again the conclusion is the same~ 
10 
o o o Mynster does not understand me; when he was 36 years old~ he 
would not have understood me; he would have hardened in order not to 
understand me, so as not to ruin his career, and now he cannot understand 
me" o 32 
Such entries provide the background to the meeting between the two men 
on the E~lication of Works of Loveo 
Just over tvJo 1iJeeks after this meeting r1e find a number of entries in 
which Kierkegaard is seen wrestling with the problem of his inunediate 
relationship to the ~orld around himo He states categorical~ that 
'
1 Jls long as I live I cannot be recognised 9 for only a feYl can understand 
Honever ~ this doas not prevent him from especially lamenting 
lflynster 1 s lack of understandingg 
"The only man in my time to whom I have paid attention is 
.Mynstero But Mynster only bothers about bossing others 9 in the 
belief that this is the truth; he does not bo1ia',wuch about the 
tr·uth, even if it suffers straight in front of hi.mo He can only 
understand that the truth must and should rule, but that its very 
mai'k is s1,1ffering is something beyond his under standing' o .34 
Then, in the very next entry~ Kierkegaard makes it clear that the troops 
are now drawn up to do battle between himself and Mynstero It is up to 
the latter not to make 11 a false move" o 35 From now until Mynster 1 s death 
in 18.?4, the drama of the relationship between these two men is played out 
against the backcloth of this ultimatumo36 
The next skirmish arose in connection with the dedication and 
publication of Christian Discourseso There are clear indications that 
Kierkegaard seriously contemplated dedicating Part IV ("Discourses at the 
Communion on Fridays") to Bishop Mynstero 37 HoweverJ> it soon became 
apparent to him that such a dedication would be imi>ossible, even though he 
would willin~ do it in memory of his fathero Kierkega.ard indicates that 
two factors stood in the wayo First of allp his path in life is too 
uncertain with regard to whether he should enjoy honour and respect or be 
reviled and persecuted for him to consider dedicating his work to a living 
parsono 
. 38 
Secondly, 11 the differences between us are too considerable11 o 
A little later in the same Journal, Kierkega.a.rd admits that he has been 
touched by the fact that Mynster has retained his friendship in spite of 
Works of Love, and Kierke€1'Lard feels inclined to do something to please 
himo He is aware that Mynster would think well of Christian Discourses 
if Part III was deleted but (as with the Preface to Postscript and with 
Works of Love) there can be no question of changing things to satisf'y 
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the old Bishopo Also~ Kierkegalil.ll"d reiterates that he '~would willingly have 
dedicated Part IV to him~ but it cannot be1' o 39 
The reasons why such a dedication must be impossible are clearly 
spelt out in Journal entries witten about the same time aa those just 
citedo Kierlregeard is becoming ver-:f much sharper in .his criticism 
of Mynster 0 s brand of Christianity which seems to be built around :th~ 
accumulation of comforts and worldly benefits along vdth the pursuit of 
honour and esteemo Basically, his uay of life is heathendomo i!~hereas 
Christiani~ is essentially impractical with respect to worldly affairsp 
Ihyns ter is concerned vii th temporal praoticali ties o 40 Thus 9 whilst 
Kierkegaard still shows himself sensitive to W~nster 0 s feelings and 
desirous of his approval~ nonetheless the Bishop's private comments and 
public behaviour showed to Kierke[9iard 1 s satisfaction that his works had 
not been understooda Now the relationship between the two men became 
that little bit more tense, and the need for Kierkegaard to reappraise 
his tactiQ'Bbecame even more urgenta 
However» this was not to be the end of the 11 dedication1 affaira In 
the Papers from 1850 » we again find Kierkegaard deliberating about whether 
to dedicate a projected work to W~nstero It appears that the work in 
question was Three ethico=religious treatises)) written in 1848 41 and still 
awaiting publioationa 42 A number of drafts were made for the proposed 
dedication 43 but once again rejection of the plan was inevitablea Kierkegaa.rd 
says he wants to use the dedication because it is what he (Kierkegaard) 
has always wanted to do and because the time seemed right (with Martensen 
under attack from another quarter on account of his Christian Dogmatics 
and Mynster sorely in need of some support)a44 However, good arguments 
can be found against the plan and it is significant that prominent here are 
the very same objections Kierkegaard raised against the earlier planned 
dedication, iaeo the authorship would be dam~ged by a dedication to a 
living person with whom he is in so ~eat disa~eemento 45 Even if the 
dedication had been used it woUld have contained a definite statement as 
to the radical difference between the two men as Christian thinkers a 46 
In fact~ a comparative study of these drafts clearly reveals the struggle 
Kierkegaard had in trying to combine deference to mynster ~ith honesty about 
their relationshipo He wants to give Lynster the full credit due to him as 
a Christian preachar and loader 947 yet there must be left no room for 
supposing that he supports the establishment YJhich ~hynster representso48 
B·u.t why should Kierkegaard again contemplate dedicating a work to 
h~nster when he had already rejected the idea two years earlier? No 
particular reason is offered in the Journals, but Lowrie is probably right 
in saying that Kierkegaard was anxious to convey his gratitude to Mynster 
on account of the latter 0s making so little fuss about Sickness unto Deatho49 
In other vrordsll this whole business arose as a consequence of Kierkegaard 1 s 
sensitivity in respect of Mynster 1 s attitude to his books as they appearedo 
Kierkegaard desperately wants Myhster 1 s support, and would dearly love to 
be in agreement with himo But yet there can be no fleeing from reality ll 
neither can he sidestep the task to which he feels himself calledo Despite 
his exalted position and his undisputed intelligence, Mynster simply does 
not understand Kierkegaa.rd and no amount of wrestling with syntax or juggling 
mth words will result in a declaration adequately conveying the real state 
of the partieso Perhaps this inner struggle over the problem of whether 
to dedicate to Mynster or not can be used as a cameo representation of 
Kierkegaard 0s ~neral uncertain~ about how to proceed with his authorship 
without openly attacking the Church Primateo Because the essence of his 
writings had not been understood, Kierkegaard knew that some form of direct 
communication must be usedo But such directness must necessarily involve 
Bishop Mynster who Kierkegaard both venerates as a pastor and preacher and 
despises as one who has misunderstood his work = with the least excuse for 
doing SOo A w~ must be found of stating his case against Christendom 
as stron~ as possible vdthout provoking an ell out public clash of 
personalitieso50 Eulogising Mynster in a dedication was one possibili~ = 
but this m~ have the undesired effect of seeming to cover over the important 
differences between him and Kierkegaardo 51 At last Kierkegaard resolves 
This he did on September 27th» i850o Representing an ideality which is high 
enough to judge even Kierkegaard himself~ Anti=Climacus is able to make 
statements round),y condemning r,1ynster yet Hithout naming nameso52 So long 
as h•iynster doesn 1 t make 11 a f'!llse move11 (ioeo categoricalzy condemn the book 
as destructive of the Chu:teh) tMn the way will be clear for Kierlregaard to 
continue his 11 defence11 of established Christianity by pressing for the 
admissiono As the Apostle of subjectivity~ Kierkegaard would far rather 
see the Church~ through its leader» honestJ,y admit its faults and relative 
significance than have it capitulate to an all out assault on its institutions 
and valueso Once again Mynster 1 s reaction to his work becomes a decisive 
issue for Kierkegaardo 
The crisis came when Ki!'rkegaa.rd had a conversation with Mynster at 
the Bishop 0 s house just over a month after the publication of' Training in 
Christianij;yo Kierkegaard 0 s report of the conversation c1!aarly reflects 
his anxiety about whether Mynster means to condemn it unconditionallyo 53 
First of all, he recounts a meeting with ffiynster 9 s son=in~law Pastor Be.ulio 
According to P.auli, Mynster was very angry about the book~ 10 (it) has greatly 
embittered me", Mynster is reported as saying, 11 it is a profane game played 
with holy things" o We Jllay as~ume that this report both surprised and upset 
Kierke gaardo As he points out, in the three weeks prior to meeting Pauli, 
no official action had been taken in response to Training, neither had the 
papers indicated government disapprovalo Also, Mynster 1 s preachine contained 
nothing polemical about the booko 54 So Kierkegaard began his conversation 
with W.(ynster by repeating Pauli 9 s report that the Bishop intended to repr:Unand 
him on account of Training in Christianityo A good deal hinged on Mynster 0 s 
responseo In fact it was unexpectedly mild~ ni have no right to reprimand11 
said Mynster, "I have told you before that I have no objection to each bird 
singing its own song9 o He then added; 91 People can perfectly well say what 
they like about me'0 o This put Kierkegaard on his guard and so he pressed 
Mynster to tell him, whether the book had in fact distressed himo To 
11 Yes'1 ~ he said 1'I really believe that it will not do any good10 o Kierkegaard 
reports that he was content l"'ith this repJ.yg 11 It rJas kindly and personal" o 
Apparent~ tr2 rest of the conversation ~as not extraordinary except for 
on Martensen~ the other half on me" o Kierklegaard concludes the entry as 
fo:Uov.rsg 
"God be praisedo 0 ~ how I have really sufferedo I considered 
it my duty to conduct the case so that I made the establishment aware 
that~ insofar as they opposed me they would force me to go furthero 
11 Nothing has happened so far~ everyone has lrept silent = and 
Mynster talked thuso 
11 Perhaps what Pauli said was true = but that was the very f:ir st 
day a Possibly I~ynster ~ having given up wanting to do anything 
officiallys had really thought about doing something privately; but 
later gave up the ideao 
11 However~ a little dig could well be made in a sermon11 o 55 
Clearly Kierkegaard feels he has manoeuvred into the desired position.,56 
The significance of this conversation is shown by the fact that he immediately 
made an en try in the Journal under the headingg c-. Myns ter' s importance for 
my whole work as an author11 o57 He makes it clear that~ had his veneration 
for Mynster not been already to hand as a given fact, then he might have 
pursued a course leading to the reform or subversion of the Churcho But 
~~nster stood as the representative of the establishment who yet had to be 
buttressed up out of venerationo Kierlregaard believes thatthis has had a 
most salutary effect upon his tactical development .. Had Mynster not 
existed, then Kierkegaard would have had to invent himo Mynster is thus 
seen as the barometer by means of which Kierkegaard has been able to measure 
the climate of feeling and opinion on the publication of each of his workso 
As was his practice, Kierkegaard has here imposed a retrospective view upon 
!Viynster 0 s role in his authorshipo Whilst he was always conscious of the 
ambiguity of the relationship between himself and 1'4Ynster, it was only now .I> 
in 1 850 ~ that he was able to secure a definite place for him in the overall 
scheme of thingso Kierkegaard had agonised over the question of whether to 
Mynster 0 s well=tempered reaction assu.red 
him that he was justif'ied in deliveX'ing this severe chalJ.enge to Ch!'istendom 
in the way he dido 
Although Kierkegaard persists in his criticism of ~5ynste!'ish 
Christianity 58 in the weeks folloVJing the conversation about Tra.ining__in 
£.\F~Q't_:lan_i_t:Y,,l) v1e may yet detect a. mood for concession in the Journalso 
Thus he declares that Mynster knows Kierkegaard has right on his side .ll59 
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and that "to a certain extent Mynster understands me10 o 'l.'his repr-esents 
one of the very few occasions upon which Kierkegaard was prepared to 
concede that Mynster actually understood his positiono Hovrever .ll in a 
sense this concession merely heaps more coals of fire on Mynster 0 s heado 
The more understanding there is on Mynster' s part ,l) then all the more urgent 
becomes the need for an admission to be made in the light of Anti=Climacus 0 
ideal presentation of Christianityo61 
Then something occurred which severely shook Kierkegaard's sense 
of contentment at the evolution of his planso 
In January P 1 851 , Doctor Ao Go Rudelbach published Concerning Civil 
Marr~ (Om det bore;erlige .AE gteskab) o Towards the end of this little 
book he wrote~ 10Wha.t is rightly called routine = and state Christianity 
must goo We must fight for the emancipation of the Church from the State 
by means of free institutions, one of which is civil marria@9"o Here is 
the burden of Rudelba.ch 0 s argumento Then he adds g "This is exactly 
what SJ!{ren Kierkegaa.rd seeks to impress upon, to imprint upon, and, as 
Luther says, to drive home to all those who will listen~o 62 On January 
31st., Kierkegaard published a reply to Rudelbach in The FatherJ.and,l) 63 
strongly denying any point of agreement between himself and Rudelbach on 
tha subject of external reformso He makes it clear that he is not at all 
concerned with the advocacy of civil marriage or any other tampering with 
institutional forms o He maintains that he has g 
11 only provided, poeticallyll what may be called an existential= 
corrective to the established order, oriented toward inward deepening 
in °the single individual 0 = that is, I am positive I have never 
i6L:. 
directed one word against the te~ching and the organisation of the 
established order j) but I have worked to make this teaching more and 
more tha truth in °the single individuaJ. 010 o 64 
In February~ Rudelbach issued a reply to Kierkegaard 0 s open letter which 
merezy served to underline the disag~:"eement betueen the tvloo 65 
However; of more significance from our point of view is a contribution 
66 to thz debate published by Mynster? March 1.3th~ 1 851 o Here MynsteX' 
made the follmJing obseX"vationg 
11 Among the happy 0 phenomena 0 - we take up this word follomng one 
of our most talented authors = which have appeared during these 
discussionsD is the response which one voice has made; a voice which 
re@entzy (see Fatherland Noo 26) has been raised against the belief 
that the fault lies in the outward; 'that a change in outward things 
is required P or that a change in outward things can help us 111 o 67 
The word 11 phenomena" (Fremtoninge:r) was associated with Goldschmidt and 
it is to him that the description 11 most taJ.ented10 referso Then~ just 
after these words» Mynster has occasion to describe Kierkegaard as a 
11 gifted author10 o This was sufficient to arouse Kierkegaard's indignationo 
Whilst he had been on the watch for ''a dig' from the pulpit, Mynster had 
attacked hlln from a very different quartero Very quic~ the Journal 
entries began to reflect his anger at having his name associated with that 
of Goldschmidto Typicalzy, he was quick to notice the irony in verses 
:f'rom the Psalms which he had read the day after he received Mynster' s 
articleo 68 He was especialzy struck by the appropriatness of Psalm 26~ 
v. 4, and Psalm 2 7 , v a 1 0 ~ " I have not sat with vain per sons P neither will 
I go in with dissemblers"» and "when my father and my mother forsake me 9 
then the Lord will take me up11 o The first quotation clearzy expresses 
Kierkegaard 0 s revulsion against being spoken of in the same breath as the 
man behind The Corsair whilst the second one reflects the store he laid by 
the fact that Mynster should thus speak of himo 
We may never know whether Mynster realzy harboured the malicious 
intent ascribed to him by Kierkegaard. However, a gpod deal of evidence 
can be brought against himo First of all~ when we look at the text itself' 9 
UAI\1\!i{_-
/ we can't help thinking that the reference to Goldschmidt is somewhat forcedo 
It certainly seems strange that i.lynster should go out of his way to use an 
adjectival phrase instead of mentioning Goldschmidt by nameo Then we may 
note that~ in conversations with Kierkegaard, Mynster implicitly admits 
that a compa.x-ison is latent in his choice of epithetso Kier ke gewrd 
recalls that 11 he (fiiynster) made an attempt to point out that he had used 
1 talon ted 0 for Goldschmidt and 0 gifted 0 for we and that the latter meant 
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much more10 o Furthermore, in the course of the same conversation it 
seems that Mynster tried to leave the impression that he was not conversant 
with The Corsair or with Goldschmidt 0 s editorship of the papero 70 That 
this should have been so is at best unlikelyo We recall that in the 
"Report" written in 1 846 P 71 Kierkegaard showed concern about how Ilfzy-nster 
would look upon possible references to The Corsair affairo There it is 
automatically assumed that Mynster would know the facts of the case and 
would be acquainted with The Corsair 1 s behaviouro Unfortunately» the 
only evidence we have is from Kierkegaard himself because Mynster made no 
attempt to offer a public explanation of his intentions in so describing 
Kierkegaard and Goldschmidto However, this silence may itself be significant 
and add further to the incriminating evidenceo 72 On the other hand, it is 
possible that l'f-\}'nster intended his remarks to be a straightforward compliment 
to Kierkegaardo After all, Kierkegaard had done the Bishop something of a 
service in opposing Rudelbach and a nod of gratitude would be in ordero 
Kierkegaard himself admitted that this passage could be interpreted in macy 
different ways = including the interpretation of it as a genuine expression 
73 
of approval a However, Emmanuel Hirsch 8 s judgement is probably correctg 
11 That r:Iynster took Kierkegaard 1 s criticism of Rudelbach as a defence of the 
establishment was dishonest, but the comparison of Kierkegaard and Goldschmidt 
was so low as to be inexcusable" o 74 
But whatever Mynster's intentions may realJ,y have been, Kierkegaard 
interpreted his words as a dangerous provocation and a challenge to his own 
tactical planso A number of possible courses of action had to be consideredo 
Maybe Mynster 0 s action had made it impossible to avoid a direct collision 
betueen Kier.kegaard and the establishmcnto Kierkegaard seriously contemplates 
the possibility of his being the victim of an intrigue perpetrated by the 
State Church 75 and ffLynster 's action has made it inevitable that the public 
should cast Kicrkcgaard in the role o:f the State Church 1 s opponent a 76 
Kierkegaard summarises his position under the headingg 11 The establishment 
and me" g 
11 If I come into conflict with the establishment it will be 
entirely fizynster 0 s faulto Il'iy whole endeavour is a defence of the 
established order~ the only one that can honest~ be madeo ~verything 
has been done to make things as gentle as possible for w~nstero But 
if he ends by obstinately maintainins that all his questionable 
preaching of Christianity~ which has made Christianity into a 
theatrical amusement, is wisdom and Christianity, then it is he who 
made my attitude into something different11 o 77 
On the basis of this entry we may conclude that Kierkegaard was bound to 
enter fair~ soon into a polemical assault on the perversities of 
established Christianity as personified in Denmark 9 s Pr~natea But, 
for Kierlregaardll !Viynster is more than a representativeo As noted earlier~78 
l;iynster has exercised a special influence upon the authorship on account of 
the veneration Kierkegaard felt for ~o Now, once again, notwithstanding 
what he deemed to be a reckless provocation, ·Kierkegaard was constrained 
by this special relationship to Mynster from casting aside his reservea He 
resolved to further postpone his public protest and have the matter out 
privately with Mynstero 
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Hence the conversation at MyJ2ster 9 s house on 
I\'!gy 2nc!.. 1 851 o 
The principal aim of the conversation on Kierkegaard 9 s side was to 
reassure Mynster that it is still his presti~ Kierkegaard is seeking to 
defend a The need to make this point clear had arisen out of Kierlregaard's 
sus pi cion that ivlynster' s comparison of himself and Goldschmidt was part of 
an intrigue calculated to provoke an untime~ outburst from Kierkegaard, 
damaging only to the latter's positiono Ironically, Kierkegaard warns 
If.ynster that maybe his description of Goldschmidt might be deemed an under= 
statement in some quarters and thus dama~ the Bishop's reputationo Even 
.,-,hen IV!ynster suggested that Goldschmidt should be exploited as 11 a useful man11 » 
Kierkegaard vm,rned that this short term advantage was bought at too high a 
priceo 80 l''urthermore ~ Kierlregaard advises Iliynster that 11 If there is 
anything you disapprove of in mej I Tiish you would give me a thrashing$ do 
it~ do it~ I can bear it j and I shall take pains to see that you do not 
suffer for it; but above all take care not to act in such a w~ as to 
injure your reputation11 o He then adds categoricallyg 11 lt is your 
reputation I am interested in11 o 81 Then$ having made this point clear~ 
Kierkegae.rd proceeds to hammer home to l1lynster the full extent of' his 
disapproval in respect of' Il'iynster v s attitude to Goldschmidto 01 It must be 
noted that I have said I cannot approve of it'v he declared$ at the same time 
making as if to write the words on the table with his finger o This whole 
scene has all the drama appropriate to the significance Kierkegaa.rd 
attached to ito It was a decisive battle in the war which raged within him 
between the inevitability of entering into conflict with the establishment 
and his personal respect for the representative of that establi~ento 
If Mynster ;,vas to continue to be defended by Kierkegaard then it was vital 
that he understand the latter's positiono Only on such a basis could 
Kierkegaard continue to hope for an admission from M&nster as to the deviance 
of' the State Church from the New Testament idealo For Kierkegaard this 
meeting represented a last ditch effort to acquaint IIJynster with the strength 
of his feeling and the severity of his threat., 
However, the whole thing was something of a charade., Although 
Kie:ckegaard was happy at having spoken to Mynster, he clearly did not feel 
the same sense of contentment and relief which characterised his feelings 
after their last meetingo Then he had come away satisfied that ~nster 
was not intent upon making 11 a false move11 following the publication of 
Training in Christianitvo This time~ although they parted "in as friendzy 
a way as possible"» Kierkegaard must have known that Mynster was not prepared 
to demand a revocation from Goldschmidt for his part in The Corsair or to 
hi 82 censure m., Furthermore~ it m_ust have been obvious that Mynster 8 s 
immediate plans found no place for the sort of admission described in 
Very soon a.:fter this meeting Kierkeeaard 
'l;il!'ote in the Journal of .Niyns ter 0 s err or s ~ 
1) "He has given the impression that there is some sense in saying 
1that all .-.re thousands and millions are Christians 010 and 
2) 11 he has hardened himself against meN o 
Both t..hese points can be attributed to the Goldschmidt inference~ so clearly 
I<ierkegaard had found no reassurance in his recent conversation with the 
Bishopo Quite the contrary, for the attacks on li1ynster in the Journals 
now become ever more severe, with especial emphasis being laid on his 
alleged collusion \7ith the new governmento Also~ Kierkegaard set about 
preparing a statement for publication which would relate directly to 
N{ynster 0 s utterances about himself and Goldschmidt j) and deal generally with 
the prevailing relationship between himself and the Danish Primateo 85 
In the drafts to the proposed publication we find much which is now familiar 
to us as a result of the open attack three years latero That Kierkega.ard 
came so close to publishing th.Eise thoughts give some indication of the 
hopelessness he experienced in the face of Mynster 0 s continued intransigenceo 
But that he stopped short of publication is likewise indicative of his 
continued, compelling veneration for his father's priesto 
Kier kftg~d met Myns ter again at the Bishop 0 s house on 9th August~ 
whichJ> significantly, was the anniversary of the death of Kierkegaa.rd' s 
fathero The close linl{ between ~nster and old Michael in Kierkegaard's 
mind is nowhere more clearly expressed than by this symbolic visito 
Kierkegaard himself admitted~ "I liked to have everything as it should 
86 be on that d.ey'0 o But this sentimental motive was not alone in prompting 
Kierkega.a.rd to pay Mynster another visito Coupled with it was the 
cus toma.ry desire to hear Myns ter 0 s views on two books which he had published 
at the beginning of August and copies of which he had sent to Mynster J) 
whilst the latter was away on his annual parochial visitatione 87 They 
wereg About liN Work as an Author 88 and Two Discourses at the Communion 
on Frida..Yf!o 89 After exchanging views about the place of the Literary 
~ev;h~'[ 90 in Kier ke gaard 0 s author ship» the conversation turned to what 
KierkBgaard had vritten about goverXl!llent in About_J4yJl,']plf_t:t_s 8.11Au.11'!<:!.!:o 9i 
In the passage under discussion~ Kierkega.a.rd had reaffirmed his desire to 
defend the establishment~ especially since tbe revolutional~ developments 
He declares tha. t g IQ Never has the race and the individual vli thin 
it discovered so deep~ that the race itself and every individual wit~i 
it needs and craves to have something which unconditionally stands fast" o 92 
In the light of such declarations as these» we are not surprised to learn 
that h!ynster "was pleased and delighted and in agr-eement 't"rith me" o 93 
Yet~ there is a strange atmosphere about this conversation, as it 
is recounted by Kierkegaard. Surely there is something ironic about 
Mynster 1 s enthusiasm in respect of Abo~ Y.Jork as an Authoro The passage 
pertaining to government is found in the supplement to tha. t work under the 
heading "MY position as a religious writer in 1 Christendom 0 and my tactics11 o 
Here Kierkega.ard states unequivocally thatg 
01 I have desired to be instrumental in bringing, if possible l) by 
means of admissions, a little more truth into the imperfect existences 
which we lead o o o which after all is something, and is at any rate the 
first condition for learning to live more effective~ ooo everything 
i 70 
is made as lenient as possible, seeing that there is talk o~ of 
admissions and concessions, and indeed o~ of such concessions and 
admissions as everyone is left free to make for himself' before God" o 94 
This clear~ echoes the Preface to Training in Christianity as well as being 
a public affirmation of thoughts often repeated in the Journalso Kierke€)9.ard 1 s 
demand that the individual in Christendom should begin his journey back to 
Christianity by first admitting his limitations in the face of the stringent 
New Testament requirements is a frequent~ recurring refrain after 184.6o 
But of more significance is the fact that this notion of the admission is 
closely associated with W~nster 0 s status as head of the Danish Church and 
so chief representative of established Christianity in Denmarko Thus, only 
a few days before his August 9th meeting w:i.th Mynster » Kierke~d wrote as 
follows under the heading "The Establishment and I" g 
01 Nothing could be further from the truth than to say that I attack 
the establishment - in fact, I defend it against the activist party 9 
against the times evil urge to reformo 
11 But I think that, for exampleD Bishop ~!.lynsteX' ~ who indeed also 
defends the establishment~ does not defend it in the right wayo 
L"d.missions must be made in respect of Christianity~ we must confess 
that \\'8 really only approximat0 to being Christian ooo 11 o 95 
Then aga.im 
11 Qn the whole bynster must agree with me that this vJhole 
establishment is not Christian in the stron§er senseo Perhaps 
as far as concerns himself~ he has made C~d this admission but has 
considered that such things should be sur~sed in order to encourage 
men to become Christianso This is shrewd and extreme~ dubious, 
especially when it is continued from generation to generation~ so 
becoming completely subversiveo 10 96 
..Ln these entries it is understood that lV!ynster should be the one to make 
the required admission not just on his own behalf but eJ.so as a public~ 
representative gestureo 
·j 7·1 
In the light of these sentiments expressed so soon before their meetingD 
it might reasonably be wondered why Kierkegaard did not raise the subject 
of an admission with Mynster face to faceo LUso, in the light o:f the fact 
that Kierkega.ard saw !Viynster 0 s references to Goldschmidt as indicative o:f 
the Bishop 0 s unholy alliance with the prevailing mass movements in journalism 
and politics~ it is strange how little 11 the Master of iro~1 makes out of 
Mynster 0 s agreement VJith the supplement to About MY Work as an Authoro 
Certainly Kierkegaard did take the opportunity to "let fall" a few words about 
his 10 not countenancing what (Mynster) said about Goldschmidt in his last 
book!', but their jovial parting suggests that Kierkegaard was fairly 
restrained in his criticismo Clearly the relationship between Kierkega.ard 
and ~nster was still in a state of suspended animation and another publication 
would have to be ventured even though the authorship was supposed to have 
closed with the two discourses at the ~'riday Communiono 97 
Sure enough. one month later n on September 1Oth,. Kierke@B.I'd published 
''For Self=Examination~ Commended to this A~~ 98 No pseudonym was employed 
on this occasion and, as Lowrie observes, this book Qmarks a new stage of 
progress in the effort to break through this morbid reserve and to practise 
direct communication" o 99 When we compare this book with the two communion 
discourses it is clear that we are moving into a very different atmosphere = 
the atmosphere of' the final polemical pamphletso Hoh.lenberg puts the 
matter thus g 
11When one comes from the Di!i~_o/_~.,£ to these tvJo books (~q,~ 
~elf=Ex~i~t~on and Judge for Xour~elves) one feels as if~ from 
a free:; voyag;e on the open sea, Kier ke gaard is coma into a s0vere 
monsoon which with increasing speed forces him inexorab~ on towards 
the cli.maxa He himself f'el t that the time tas now come to speak 
directzy and to seek to nrJin men ° a The format is the same r1ith 
these two uorks also consisting of discourses~ but the content is more 
concentrated and the tone has become sharpero All that which later 
comes to the fore in the Attack upon the Ch~ch lies here in embryo» 
and is said in more reserved but no less definite words18 o 100 
Malantschuk makes very much the same pointg 
10 They are like a fore~warning of the criticism of t:b..e Church 
and Christendom in general which is quietly being prepared •• o These 
two books al.so herald a period in which the qualitative dialectic 
is no longer in the foreground~ but rather the quantitative dialectic" o 1 Oi 
Thus Kierkegaa.rd moved further along the path of greater severitya 
Yet he is still prepared to show restrainta Indeed, as Hohlenberg has 
said~ the sentiments behind For Self=Examination are definitely those of' 
the 10 AttaclC0 ~ but still we must note the significance of the fact that 
the expression is 11 more reserved" o Also~ it is equally significant that 
Kierkegaard refrained from publishing Judge for Yourselves~ even though 
it was ready at th±s time. Notwithstanding his complaint that !Vlynster 
11 has himself made it impossible11 for him to go as far as he would like in 
support of the Bishop, 102 Kierkegaard is still prepared to temper his 
criticism by modifying the severity of his published works and postponine 
the publication of more extreme discourses. Kierkegaard still maintains 
that he is "an unauthoritative poet who moves people by means of the 
ideals11 , 103 and so IVornster is presented with another opportunity to make 
a definite response to Kierkegaard n s challenge. 1 04 In the conversation 
after the publication of Training in Christiani!Y, Kierkega.ard expressed 
the wish that one of them might have been dead before it was published 
and he comments 11 if one really wants to attack a man, one hardly would 
Vlish him to be dead beforehand". 105 These feelings are still the 
controlling ones at the end of 1 851 when Kierkegaard published For Self= 
Examination. Close attention to W!ynster 0s sermons, and to his general 
existential demeanour convinces Kierkegaard that an open attack must be 
o~ a question of timeo For SelH!.-xam:i_nation represents a partially 
muted warning of the impending assaulto Yet~ at the same time 9 his 
devotion to ~ynster fosters the hope that even at this late stage something 
might be able to avert tr2 collisiono 
Yihile !!;ynster lives the possibilities are three~foldg 
1) He V'J'ill be guided by Kierkega.ard 1 s progressive tightening of the 
screw into an unequivocal condemnation of Kierkegaard 1 s autnorshipo Or~ 
tha positive equivalent of such a move, he will maintain 11 that the 
preaching of Christianity as he represents it is genuine Christianity 
according to the New Testament" o 1 06 In either event Kierkegaard uould 
be gin the 11 A ttac~' o 
2) Mynster will make the required admission as head of the Danish Churcho 
In that event Kierkegaard will leave his authorship to stand as a defence 
of the establishment and,p presumably~ go in search of a livingo Certainly 
there \rould be no question of continuing the polemical trend set by 
For Self=Examinationo There will be no direct attacko 
3) Neither of these things vdll happeno Mynster will not make the 
1
.:f'alse move11 by attacking Kierkegaard or crediting his own preaching with 
the mark of absolute tru tho Neither will he make the admissiono 
In this event, Kierkegaard must either give up all hope of getting the 
admission and so launch into combat, or else wait for Mynster's deatho 
The former alternative is barred for two reasonsg 
a) It would represent an endeavour of the sort usually associated with 
the pursuit of external reformso This would be contrary to Kierkegaard 0s 
general tactics which were directed towards presenting Christianity in all 
its lofty ideality~ and thus requiring a conf'ession if men are to enter 
into ito Consequently: 
"With regard to the 'established order~~ seeing that my special 
concern was 1 the individual 0 , which was the point of' my polemic against 
the numerical, the crowd etco, I ~ve alwt~.ys done the v~cy o~pos;tte of 
attacking it; I have never been 1n or w1th the 9 oppos1t1on which 
wants to get rid of the 0 government 0 , nor have I been allied ITi th 
it~ but I have furnished what may ba called a 1correctivev $ the 
intent of which v.ras g :!!'or God 1 s sake let us continue to be ruled by 
those who are called to this task, and that they should stand fast 
in the fear of God, rrilling only one thing, the Good" o 107 
So there can be no question of initiating a programme of exteTval Teformo 
Only such actions by the establishment as were described in 1) above could 
justify Kierkeg~d in mounting a direct attacko 
b) His devotion to Mynster as 11 his father 1 s PriestQ1 is still too 
compellingo No effort must be spared in order to avert the need for him 
to openly condemn this man who has exerted such a formative influence on 
Kierkegaard 0 s spiritual developmento 
It was in fact the third possibility which was actual~ realised" 
Wwnster did not make the admission but neither did he explicitly attack 
I\ierkegaard or make absolute claims for the truth of his own preachingo 
At least, Kierkegaard was happy to conclude that Mynster had not made an 
attack such as to justi~ him in abandoning his armed neutralityo 
Certainly the best candidate for the description of an attacking gesture 
by Mynster must be the lattervs comments linking Kierkegaard and Goldschmidto 
We have already made reference to Kierkegaard 0 s plan for the publication of 
an article rebutting Myns ter 1 s comments~ and in a moment we shall turn to 
consider in some detail his wrestling with various plans for this worko For 
now it is sufficient to notice how Kierkegaard rationalised his silence in 
tbe face of what he clearly considered to be a premeditated insulto One 
of the loose papers from the Journal of 1 851 ~ dated early in April$ is 
headed "That nothing could be done on the occasion of Mynster 1 s last boolt' 
and draws together points made many times elsewhere in the paperso Four 
reasons are offered wqy Kierkegaard must keep silentg 
1) 11 The v1ords cited by him are used absolutely correctly so there is 
nothing to protest abouto 
2) 11 A word of appreciation from Bishop ~~nster I would wholeheartedly 
respecto But the way he has introduced Goldschmidt makes it whol.·ly 
into an insult o o o But I am not in the habit of taking notice of an 
insult; to defend oneself against an insult is not to fight in a 
godly wayo In godly fashion one defends oneself only against 
notoriety and the like, especially when it is based on misunderstandingo 
3) 10 1\;y existential category isg 0vJithout authority 0 o But here 
authority would essentialzy have to be used, and to attack Iv.iynster 
would be in the direction o:r using authorit-yo But I keep myself 
constant~ only within the sphere of the poeticalo 
4) 11 It is self evident that t,!ynster v1as the one :ror whom» against 
all others, I ~ould have dared almost everythingo But no~ he has 
rrealr..ened himself o Thus he has also brought me into a state of almost 
comical embarrassment because of my deep respect for him, for this is 
really not a category appropriate to a man ~ho acts in such a ~ayo 
In a w~ it could again satis~ me that I was the one to give him a 
blowo But, for the reasons already given, I cannot bring myself to 
do thiso Moreover, many people will certainly understand_ Tra:inin15 
_:i,_pJhristianm also as aimed in Mynster' s direction, notvdthstanding 
the fact that I have maintained the whole thing poetically and wished 
to continue unchanged with my 1 in deep reverence 010 o 1 08 
This entry was written only one month after Mynster 0 s fateful 
intervention in the debate on civil marriageo However, the sentiments 
represented here became normative for Kierkegaard up until just before 
In accordance with his dialectical bent, Kierkegaard 
succeeds in hedging all his betso Try as he may, he cannot but conclude 
that Mynster meant to insult him by comparing him with Goldschmidto This 
seems like the kind of provocation which must incite Kierkegaard to launch 
his open attack on the establishmento109 But he concludes that this may 
not necessari~ be the case. As they stand, Mynster 1s words can be seen 
as quite legitimate both in form and contento Kier kegaard ma,y be able to 
detect the insult, but the expression is not sufficiently forthright as to 
form the basis for a direct retaliationo So, even if it is an insult, 
Kierkegaard feels that he can justifiably keep quieta Furthermore» if it 
is an insult then it would not be right for Kierkegaard to react because 
the Christian should only seek to defend himself when he is praised, and 
that praise is founded on a misunderstandingo110 Thus a straightforward 
i "15 
insult will not be the occasion for Kierkegaard to begin his attacko Rather, 
such a provocation is more likely to stem from a misguided complimento But 
the introduction of Goldschmidt's name has assured Kierke~d that Mynster 
did not mean to compliment Kierkegaard so the latter can legitimately refrain 
from an overt assault without feeling that he is thereby failing in his dutyo 
Whilst, after the pup:lication of Training in Christianity, Kierlregaard had 
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been looking for an unfavourable or even hostile response from !·£yn.ster 
as the inevitable incitement to attack, now he is on his guard aeainst a 
v10rcl of praise founded on misunderstandingo Once Kierkegaard had seen 
misunderstanding in terms of ftiynster 0 s attack on a \Jr::1.ter uhose bas:i.c aim 
was to be a defence of the establishment; now it is defined in terms of 
~ynster 1 s praising a v~iter whose Christian perspective is fundamental~ 
at variance vii th his ovmo 111 Here is clear~ exemplified the tension which 
marked Kierlmga.ard 0 s relationship to !'/{ynster » a.n,d which could onl.y be resolved 
by the latter 0 s deatho Kierkegaard asserts that in lviynster he sees his 
11 most dangerous and most zealous opponent"» 112 yet 11 he could never be 
a ttacked11 o In the first Journal entry after Iviynster 0 s death» Kierkegaard 
explained why: 
11 It would have been most desirable if he could have been persuaded 
to end his life by confessing to Christianity that what he represented 
was not really Christianity~ but a milder form of it; for he supported 
a whole generationo 
"The possibility of this confession had therefore to be held open 
to the end, to the very last momenta Perhaps he might have wished to 
make it on his death~bedo That is wlzy he could never be attacked and 
I had to stand everything, even when he did such monstrous things as in 
the Goldschmidt affairo For no one could be sure that it would not 
react upon him and move him to make the confessiono 
11 Now that he is dead without having made it, everything is changed; 
all that is left is that by his pr-eaching he has hardened Christianity 
into a deceptiono 
11 And everything is changed in my melancholy devotion to my dead 
father 0 s pastoro :B'or it would be too much if even after his death 
I could not speak more f'reely of him, even though I know well that my 
old devotion and my aesthetic admiration \~11 alw~s have a certain 
fascination for meo 
"At first I wanted' to transform my whole work into a triumph for 
Mynstero Later, when I saw things more clearJ..y, my wish was unchanged 9 
but I had to ask for this little confessiono I did not want it for 
my own sake, and so ~ this was my thought = it could be made in such a 
way that it was a triumph for Bishop !Aynstero 
11 l!'rom the time that a hidden midunderstanding came between us, 
it was my wish that I should at least succeed in avoiding any attack 
on him during his life-timeo And I thought that I IT(Yself might die 
firs to 
"And yet it almost came to the point where I believed I had to 
attack himo There was only a single sermon of his that I did not 
hear, and that was the lasto I VJas not hindered by sickness, on the 
contrary, I went to hear Kol thorf o For me, the meaning of this was 
that noy; it must happen~ you must break 111ith your father 1 s trad.itiono 
It Y:as the last time !1·!ynster preached. Praise God~ is that not lilre 
a sign of Providence? 
11 If Bishop l' .. ynster could have yielded (and it could have been 
concealed from everyone, and become for them his triumph), then my 
om1 outnard circumstances uould have beBn less troubled that they 
~~ere. l!'or though he certainly made concessions enough to me in his 
inmost heart~ in matters of the spirit, he reckoned with norldly 
prudence that in the end I nould yield to him in onG VJay or the other, 
because I could not hold out aga.inst him financially. L, .f:lhrase he 
often used in his conversations rJith me, without pointing it directly 
at me, was highly ch...'U'acteristicg it i.s not a question of who has 
the most strength, but who can hold out longest'' o 113 
This entry has been quoted in full because it offers Kierkegaard 1 s 
considered retrospective view of hovr things nent between him and Ivlynster 
during the years immediately before the latter 1 s death. It is not a 
hasty note for it was written over a month after the event. It clearly 
reflects the conflict in Kierkegaard 9 s mind during the preceding months. 
He is adamant that no attack was possible while the confession might still 
be made and yet he admits that he final~ came to a point where to attack 
seemed inevitable. 'l'his was symbolised in his absenting himself from 
i'.iyns ter 1 s sermons, thus breaking with the tradition started dUI:'ing his 
father's lifetime and continued out of filial devotion. Countless Journal 
tTl 
entries contained attacks on 1'iynster 1 s preaching and his failure to reduplicate 
. . . '114 this in his ex:1.stence, and now, on Boxing Day 1853, Kierkega.ard resolved 
to go- elsenhere. This action he saw as the prelude to his opening an 
115 
attack on Mynster. Providentially$ Mynster 1 s death resolved the 
impending crisis. So, whilst wishing to avoid any attack on I.lynster during 
his life=time, Kierkegaard had taken a decisive step in the direction of 
doing just that. Significantly, such a clash with Mynster is seen in 
terms of a deviation from his father's heritage. Devotion to Myns ter as 
"his father's priest" is al\7ays at the heart of Kierkegaard 1 s tactical 
deliberations and it is this same devotion which prompted Kierlregaard to 
thank providence for intervening to prevent the occurrence of events he 
most dearry wished to avoid. But now Myns ter is dead and "everything is 
changed" o Now the shackles are off and Kierkegaard is no longer restrained 
by personal devotion or by the need to give opportunity for the admiss:i.on 
to be madeo \ .. hen the time is right, Kierkegaard is free to begin the 
assaulto 
\.e cannot _l~ave this c_ntry __ y~:i~t_ho_ut com1_nen~i,ng on =Gc_rl~ga,_ard ~s 
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He maintains that ;,~nster expected 
him to give in as a result of his pecuniary embarrassmento ttesumably by 
11 to give id1 in this context Kierkegaard means the suspension of his 
11 armed neutrality" and the retreat into full time employment as a 
pastor or teachero Certain~» Mynster had a direct influence on 
Kierkegaard's vascillating plans vdth regard to ordination, and a pastoral 
placement. Vlhether or not the urge to penitence was ~~§. the decisive 
motivating influence behind Kierkegaard's pursuit and final rejection of 
a Church living» 116 after the publication of Po~tscrint economic factors 
also played an important roleo Thus in 1 848, in an entry concerned vJith 
the publication of Sickness unto Death and A Cycle of ethico=religious_Treati~es~ 
Kier ke gaard writes~ 
"'rhe next step in publication will be very decisive for my outward 
existence. I have constantly entertained the remote possibility of 
being able to seek a parochial appointment when things came to the worst 
with respect to my livlihood. It is quite possible that when I now 
publish the last books they will deny me it even if I asko So the 
difficulty, unlike previously, is not whether I dare accept it but 
whether they will in fact give it to me" o 11 7 
Kierkegaard even contemplated getting the parish first and then publishinge 
But he quickly rejected this notion, ironical~ condemning it as 11 a superb 
interpretation of 1 to seek first the Kingdom of God 111 • 118 However» that 
the thought should have crossed Kierkegaard 0 s mind at all is indicative of 
his concern to solve his economic difficulties. 
At last, in J·une 1 849 » Kierkegaard decided to make approaches to 
J. No ~~dvig (the government official responsible for ecclesiastical 
affairs) and Bishop lV.tynster with a view to obtaining a pastoral appointment. 
Subsequent expressions of relief at failing to make contact with either man 
clearly indicate that he had no real wish to have his request grantedo He 
,. 
himself puts it this way g 11 I dare say in my ovm defence that this time, as 
i 79 
usualD I intended to take this stepp but aJ.ways with the possibility of' 
gaining i:npetus to act in the very opposite direction° o 11 9 his only regr-et 
about not having been offered an appointment rests on his fear that he may 
be being soft on himselfo Had he a ctua.lly been offered a post and then 
declined it» he could proceed with much more self conf'idenceo1 ?.0 Following 
another abortive attempt to raise the matter trlth lv~nster» 121 ne can say~ 
vr.lth Malantschuk» that "Kierkegaard 0 s interest for a pastoral appointment 
culminated and from now on~ receded more and more into the back~ound~o 122 
Yetl> even while he was deliberating over the pursuit of a country 
living~ Kierkegaard reports that he had dropped a hint to flliynster about 
the possibility of obtaining a post in the Pastoral Seminary 9123 ~nd this 
ambition proved to be far more persistento A£ter all» the country parish 
was probably not entirely what he had made it out to be~ and also~ by 
gaining a post in the seminary, he could remain in the capitalo Kier k:e gaard 
felt that it nas precisely this latter aspect of the case which motivated 
Niynster's opposition to such an appointmento 11 He will have me become a 
country parson o o o and so have me out of the way• o 1 24 Maybe it was ~~ster's 
lack of sympath;y with this plan which led Kierkegaard to persist with it,125 
and the question was raised again during a later conversation when Mynster 
qynically (although not without justice)126 suggested that Kierkegaard begin 
a Seminary of his owno 127 
By 1 852, Kierkegaard had asserted a link between IV!ynster 's refusal to 
offer him a post in the Seminary and the wish to put financial pressure 
O:Q him~ 
11 I have already spoken to him over a period of maey years about 
being appointed to a post in the Pastoral Seminaryo I do not mean 
to say that I would therefore have accepted it, but I would that the 
possibilit,y had been brought so close to me that I could more freely 
discern whether it was or was not the way I should goo Indeed Mynster 
could lmow nothing about this but he has not been willing to do even 
the smallest thing = he only puts off the timeo Thus he reckons that~ 
for economic reasons (and I have already told him maqy years· since that 
I had worries in this respect, already in 46 I had told him this) I 
would be unable to hold outo 
11 So what shall I do now? If I desist then I must work extensively = 
and to that end uas an appcliintment at the Seminaryo But hynster does 
not vant thato So I must become intensive and emphasise that it is 
the f'aul t of iuynster hirnself'1 o 1 28 
Thus Kierkegaard charges Mynster with exercising extreme guile in his 
behaviour touards hi~o Though the Bishop could not have been nholly 
familiar with Kier ke gaard 0 s thoughts and plans ~ he must be guilty of' 
exploiting Kierkegaard 9 s financial insecuri tyo '£his cbar~e seems to be 
extremely harsh and is supported by little or no concrete evidenceo HoweverD 
for our purposes the justice~ or otherwise~ of Kierkegaard 1 s case is not of 
prime importanceo It is enough to have thus shown the suspicion which 
Kierkegaard felt tov1ards the Bishop» even if he did still retain the desire 
to promote Mynster 0 s honour and prestigeo 
Again» we may detect a significant change in Kierkegaa.rd 's opinion 
of Iviyns ter o It w:ill be recalled that in 1846 » Kierkegaard had argued 
that Mynster wholly misunderstood his motives in seeking a country parsonageo 
He wrote then that Mynster sees such a move in terms of Kierkegaard "becoming 
something0 (with the accompanying benefits of' social and financial security) 
whilst for Kierkegaard himself it signifies a step in the direction of 
becoming 11 as little as possible10 o Now» in 1 852 P Mynster is being accused 
of denying to Kierkegaard the possibility of accepting an appointment which 
would solve his financial problemso V~i thout doubt the Goldschmidt affair 
contributed to this change in perspectiveo Thus Kierkegaard appended a note 
to the entry just quoted (X4 A 604) which argues that at the time when he 
hurled himself against Rudelbachp he 11 was even prepared to signalise Mynster 
once again P in parting' o 1 29 However, "the very person who made it impossible 
(by introducing Goldschmidt the way he did) o o o was lviynster hirnseJ.£11 o It 
seems that Kierkegaard was at one time prepared to make a gesture towards 
wwnster in spite of the latter's misunderstanding in respect of his plans 
for a country livingo (The projected "dedication~ is also evidence of 
Kierkegaard 1 s mood for willingness to conciliate in his relationship to 
Mynster) o But the Goldschmidt reference put paid to any such plans and 
now» far from trying to think the best of Mynster » Kierkegaard proceeds to 
charge the Bishop \Jith extreme deviousnesso Although such sentiments 
are indicative of Kierkegaard 0 s increasing intolerance of the establishment 
and its representatives, and although the similarities between entries from 
i 852 and i 854 suggest that Kierkegaard unswervingly held to these feelings 
over a considerable period of t~ne~ it is perhaps to his credit that he only 
ve~ occasionally gave expression to them in his diaryo Neither of the 
drafts for projected polemical publications against I~nstGrresort to 
char@es of the sort described aboveo This may be pointed out in support 
of Kierkegaard 0 s claim to have done all in his power to remain a potential 
defence for Y~nster if the admission were madeo But by the Christmas of 
1 853 the deterioration of Kierkegaa.rd 1 s 11 outward circumstances'' had been amongst 
factors bringing him to the point of opening a direct attacko Then came 
Mynsterv s timely deatho Kierkegaard v s acute anxiety about the need to hold 
out as long as possible is displayed in this entry from 1852g 
About Jlfqself 
11 The fact that I do not make my life easier and do not try to 
secure ~self from the point of view of income might be said to be 
pride and arroganceo 
"But is it? Now who» in f'act, lmows himself as well as that; 
but if it were pride, or if pride had a part in it, this is how I 
look at itg by simpzy holding out in this way it will be made plain, 
and I shall suffer ~ punishmento 
"As for the rest, my thoughts are as followso It seems to me that 
I ov1e it to what I have understood, that a higher power can require 
me to hold out as long as there is the slightest possibilityo As 
soon as I ultimately deceive myself (while it was still possible to 
hold out a little longer) I am finished, and the world will immediatezy 
understand that all dan@er is overo I constantly feel that there is 
something higher acting within me j) I mean that I cannot justify aey 
other course than holding out as long as possible, in its serviceo If 
I have been mistaken, then in God 0 s name my sin can be forgiven and 
the punishment will come in this life:~ but if I break off voluntarizy 
before I truthfully have to do something for my livlihood» if I break 
off like that = and if there were something higher acting that would 
otherwise have come to light in me and through meg Oh, that I will 
only discover in eternity when it is too late'v o 130 
In the very next entry» Kierkegaard expresses confidence in his ability 
to hold out, notwithstanding his financial worrieso However, he significantly 
observes that his 11 courage and happiness" is not so strong as in 1 Bl.-8 when 
"anxiety for ley' livlihood was more remote11 and he believes that, having 
suffered so much in the past year tt doubile ss 1 am a good deal changed'~ o 131 
In other words, EieZ'kegaard 0 s financial circumstances are exerting more and 
more pressure upon himo In fact, the follovJing year he reports that he has 
for a yea;r: and a half altered his vrey of lif'e in the direction of asceticism 
01 entirely in order to see .-rhat I can bear11 o 132 Yet he has not entirely 
conquered his doubts about taki.i!g a living and the debate continucsg 
11 o o o the mass of productivity that lies within me is enormous o 
But \"lhat occupies me is something else; dare I give all my efforts 
a worldly end and rJin worldzy advantages by preaching= Christianityll 
which is the renunciation of the VJ'orld?" o 
In October 1854JI just two months before the first article of the "Attack!' 
appeared in The Fatherlan<!, Kierkegaard looked back over the previous 
five years and drew the following conclusionsg 
11 It is tZ'ue what I have had to tell myself so ofteng if for four 
or five years since, I had owned nothing0 then humaricy speaking I would 
have been helpedo For then I still possessed sufficiently temporal 
and vrorldly _joie de vivre to do something about my economic position 
and the case would not have been difficult. But so it goes on year 
after yearo So long as I possess one farthing I cannot decide to do 
anything about the economic position for I believed that to be to break 
with God and the Ideag if Christianity is to hate oneself» to "die 
from10 ~ then it is wrong to do anything before the extremity has been 
reached. Meanwhile the ,joie de vivre declines year by year = 
Governance is a gr;"eat reckoner (Regne=Mester) 11 • 13.3 
So it is clear that Kierkegaard saw the outbreak of the attack as 
controlled not only by the occurrence of the admission, but also by his 
financial positiono If the time drags on too long~ then his bankruptcy 
will force him into pursuing a countr,y parish or a post in the Pastoral 
Seminary. Alternatively, he must look forward to a period of suffering 
or even martyrdom., Gradually this last alternative becomes more attractive 
to him and the possibility of 11 stepping out in character11 to say tt quite 
definite~' what he must s~ before his death moves c~oser to realityo 134 
As usual» Kierke gaard retrospectively thanks Providence for his being guided 
a~ay from the priesthood and so on towards the performance of his exceptional 
tasko rllynster' s death is seen as an act of Providence intervening at a 
time when Kierkegaard might have acted erroneously or precipitouslyo In 
such a context it might seem that Mynster was doing Kierkegaard a favour by 
responding negatively to his "hints" about a pastoral appointmento Isn't 
t.!yns ter thus a tool in the hands of' Providence ~ pushing l\:ier ke g'"'a-ard along 
In a sense this is true and Ki..erlregaard did gr>eet 
!1ornster 1 s negativity lli th considerable relief = he never did feel convinced 
that ordination ~as part of God 0 s plan for hllno But even if Illynstcr was 
thus an instrument of Providence~ Kierkegaard could still feel resentful 
about his failure to meet his request positivelyo First of a..1l ~ Kierkegaard 
needed the self-assurance which would result from his actively rejecting 
a definite offer of a pastoral appointmento He could then be certain that 
he nas not being soft on himself' o This feeling was especially strong at the 
time when the ..iQi_e de vi vre mentioned in 1 854 was still strong enough to 
make the ordained ministry appear a soft option ~or Kierkegaardo Then, 
secondly, Kierkegaard could feel that Myh~r ~ far from seeking to do what 
he considered best for Kierlregaard, was in fact pursuing his own best 
interestso If Kierkegaard was deprived of the means of: earning his livlihood~ 
then he 11 would yield to (Myna ter) in one way or another10 o This Kierkegaard 
saw as 11 vmrldly prudence" on Mynster' s parto 135 Kier ke gaard would no longer 
hold out for the admission, but would be forced to go on bended knee to the 
Bishop)) presumably to obtain a livingo l!'or his part~ Kierkega.ard could 
only accept an appointment once the admission had been made by ffiynstero 
If this had been made, then his "outward circumstances would have been less 
troubled than they were10 o 
Thus, by the time Mynster died in January. 1 8,5l!:.. relations between 
the two men were at their lowest ebbo ~nster went about his episcopal 
business, probably giving not one thought to Kierkegaard or his demand for 
an admissiono If Martensen is to be believed then the effect of TraininE 
in Christiani:t.y was 11 that the Bishop has noVT completel,y abandoned Kierkegaard 1 s 
work; the impudent expressions about the Church's sermons have naturally 
made him indignant'' o 1.36 But, as Villads Christensen has put it, "that a 
complete break between the two did not occur is owing to the fact that 
Myns ter was too nise to completely thrust aside a man of Kier ke gaard 1 s 
al 'b Di 137 c 1. re o That is, of course, if Mynster ever conceived of wanting 
to actively 11 thrust11 Kierkegaard aside. !:,ost likely he never considered 
such action. He was quite content to let Kierkegaard persist in his self-
imposed silence~ and insof'ar as Kierkege..ard wishad to say anything publicly~ 
well~ he had aJ.ree~dy expressed his willingness to J.et every bird sing his 
orm song. Such indifference must severly hurt Kierkegaard whose main 
concern was to shake people out o:f their Christian illusions. Kier ke gaard 
had already maintained that f'or the establishment to attack him would 
represent a misunderstanding because his ultimate objective was to be a 
def'ence of' tr£ establishment. But if the establishment ignores him, if 
Bishop Mynster only responds to his books with studied indiff'erence, then 
the misunderstanding is complete. 138 Kierkegaard had maintained that 
11 Christianity is the utmost seriousnessg in this life your eternity is 
decided" ~ 139 whilst 10 N'.ynster sat there, with his immense wisdom» governing 
and carefully watching = and it must have been quite a strain = that for 
God 0 s sake this matter of Christianity should not become serious10 •14° Faced 
with this impasse it seems that Kierkegaard was prepared to speak out 
directly early in 1 854, but this would have been most distastef'ul to him 
because, as he had once told Grundtvigp "Bishop Mynster must f'irst live out 
his days and be buried w:i. th f'ull music~. 141 Fortunately~ Ivlyns ter 1 s death 
came just in time o Now it was just a matter of waiting f'or the burial, 
the music - and the memorial address. 
Both emotionally and tactically Kierkegaard needed to be understood 
by Bishop Wwnster. It was important that Mynster should not lose sight of' 
the veneration felt for him by the younger man whilst the success of the 
"admission" strategy depended upon Mynster understanding that it was backed 
by the will to defend the establishment and its chief representativeo VJ'e 
have seen hov1, over a period of eight years, Kierkega.ard wrestled with the 
signif'icance of' events as they arose, looking for signs of' under startling 
or auguries of ultimate conflict a In the end he had to resign himself to 
the inevitability of a direct confrontation as each of his books f'ailed to 
elicit the desired response = or any response at allo It is not at all easy 
to apportion responsibility for these developmentsa NaturaJ.zy ~ Kierkega.ard 
laid the burden of guilt at ~l.iynster 0 s dooro Despite the occasional gleam 
of hope, he felt • that ~;iynster had not really groasped the essential message 
of the authorshipo Certainly they had found tr.zmselves jn agreement over 
issues such as the debate on logical principles in i 839il and Kierkegaard was 
alnays ready to acknowledge Mynster 0 s talents as a preacher» pastor» and 
ecclesiastical administratoro But it was with regard to the place and 
f'unction of the establisr..ment within Christianity that they failed to obtain 
mutual understandingo This is symbolised in the Goldschmidt affairo In 
his open letter to Rudelbach Kierkegaard had roundly denied any desire to 
reform the existing external order of things. Rather, his concern was with 
subjectivity and its place in Christian existenceo However~ in his article, 
~ynster proceeded to make the same error as Rudelbach, albeit in the opposite 
direction a As Kierkegaard said, if Mynster was issuing a compliment then 
it was one based on a misunderstanding., But, as we have seen, he was happy 
to treat it as an insult by Mynster and so excuse himself from issuing a 
reply a Yet, in the long series of drafts for an article which Kierkegaard 
prepared between 1851 and 1 85.3, all manner of faults are attributed to 
Mynster on account of this fateful comparisono Most significantly Kierkegaard 
saw in Mynster's action an 11 example of the lack of relationship between 
Sunday 1 s solemnity and Monday 0 s reality" a 1 42 The charge that IV"~ns ter 0 s 
week--day life failed to live up to his Sunday preaching became one of the 
most important and oft repeated charges levelled by Kierkegaard, and its 
origin in the Goldschmidt affair gives even more significance to that 
incident a Also, Mynster' s failure to understand Kierkegaard' s position 
vis a vis the establishment inevitably made it impossible for him to 
appreciate the significance of the admission in Kierkegaard 1 s strategyo 
That M&nster did misunderstand Kierkegaard is a facto The article on 
civil marriage testifies to this facto But whether he is to be blamed 
for such misunderstanding is an open questiono Mynster was a busy man 
confronted with a demanding role as Primate of the Danish Churcho He 
attempted to steer that Church tbr·ough a period of cruwe,e and upheaval 
with the result that he vms alvrays under threat from one quarter or anothero 
'.Jrether it was the Rationalist clergy~ the representatives of the ~ awar..enings10 ~ 
the Gruncl tv).gians or the anti=establishment liberals he always seemed to be 
riding the storms of conflicto In such a context he m~ be forgiven for 
not taking too serious~ the threat from an extremely 11 gifte~1 but nonethelc~s 
eccentric l~ano Kierkegaard was quick to realise that his position 
outside the Church hierarchy militated against his being seriously understood~ 
and he was typicalzy cynical about this state of affairso He was right 
to be cynicalo But Mynster was in the hot seat and, for better or for worse, 
he had to face realityo In so far as he renegued on his principles in the 
interests of a compromise, to that same extent he typified failings Kierkegaard 
saw to be inherent in the principle of establisbmento An admission to these 
failings would have satisfied Kierkegaard, but even with the benefit of 
hindsight it is difficult to see how Mynster could be completely aware of 
what was expected. of himo When Kierkega.ard was finally forced into the open 
with his attack, he presented a perceptive and penetrating challen§S to 
Mynsterish Christianity and Christendom in generalo But during 1Viynster 1 s 
lifetime Kierkegaard's attempt to straddle the fence between a direct 
confrontation and the urge to venerate and defend the Bishop resulted in the 
latter's failure to properly understand what was going on and the steady 
build up of Kierkegaard 0 s resentmento 
So Mynster can be defended, and Kierke ~ard might be convicted of a 
certain naive~o But whatever the respective merits of the case, Mynster's 
lack of understanding was a decisive factor in ~ompting I<ierkegaard towards 
the launching of a direct attack upon the objective values and norms of 
established Christianityo 
The name of ~o Go Rudelbach has already figured prominently in our 
discussion and we turn now to consider the part he pl~ed in convincing 
Kierkegaard of the degree of misunderstanding surrounding his authorshipo 
A brief outline of Rudelbach 0 s career has 'been published in English in 
.L~t~~.l> 143 and need not be repeated hereo r~;ost significant for our purposes 
is the determination of that which Rudelbach represented aru1 which ~ompted 
Kierkegaard to begin his first Journal entry about Rudelbach 1 s article 
On Civil lVla.rr~~ with the words g 11 We shall never understand one another" o 1 41:-
In fact 9 Kierkegaa.rd laid considerable stress on Rudelbach 0 s failure to 
understand. 'l'hus he writes~ "There is something curious about the whole 
thing; I am almost tempted to believe that Dro (Rudelbach) has not read any 
of my writings at all but that it only seems so to him ••• 11 i45 Then a little 
later on we readg 
"Doctor Rudelbach had used a very appreciative statement about me 9 
and then it is always unpleasant to have to make an objection; with 
such a point of departure it is very easy to · impinge on a mano But, 
after all, I have not had great returns as an author, and therefore 
I have wanted at least the satisfaction that what I have intended should 
stand as clearly as possible. And in this respect that little note 
was extremely misleading" • 1 46 
The "little note11 in question is the one which identified Kierkega.ard 
with the cause emancipating the Church nlfrom what is rightly called habitual 
and legally established Christianity!'. 147 Kierkegaard took this to mean 
148 . that he was thought 11 to attack established Christianity" and he was 
extremely indignant about this {!J.'ave misunderstanding. He strongly maintains 
that his works could not possibly be deemed patient of such an interpretation: 
11 There is nothing about which I have greater misgivings than all 
that even slightly tastes of this disastrous confusion of politics and 
Christianity, a confusion which can very easily bring about a new kind 
and mode of Church reformation, a reverse reformation which in the name 
of reformation puts something new and worse in place of something old 
and better9 although it is still supposed to be an honest~to=goodness 
reformation, which is then celebrated by floodlighting the entire city. 
tlChristianity is inwardness, inward deepening. If at a given time 
the forms under which one has to live are not the most perfect, if they 
can be improved, in God 1 s name do so. But essentialLy Christianity 
is inwardness. Just as man's advantage over animals is to be able to 
live:J according to its vigour, under the most imperfect conditions and 
forms, if such be the case. Politics is the external system, this 
Tantalus=like activity aimed at external change" • 149 
He concludes that: 
"The difference betneen Dro Hud.elbach and me is g_uJ..te obvious; 
this difference I must assert most definitely ooo r cannot remain silent 
about an appreciatory ~ and such an extravagantly appreciatory = 
asseveration of the significance of my activity as an auth,oro I am 
really afraid that~ brief though it is~ it might manage as Luther says 
0 to drive home v this misunderstanding v to all tnose nho 1'Jill listen 1 o 
And I :b..avo considered it ray present cluty to oppose ~· someth::i .. ng vJhich 
othervJise would hardly have occurred to me = and o1;pose some\Jhat more 
specifically than would otherwise have occurred to me ~ this misunderstanding, 
and also to keep any particular party, perhaps misled by Dro Rudelbach 1 s 
·\'lords, from 1 the habit' of automatic ally enrolling me in ~ Lhe yw.~ty 111 o i 50 
At this point, midt7ay through the article, Kierkegaard put his signature 
"indicating that the affair with Dro Rudelbach had really terminated11 o 151 
The rest of the article is devoted to making clear, 11 lest what I say be 
misunderstood", that he is not advocati.."lg total passiveness on the part of 
the Christian vis a v~s external formso 
11 I have only provided, poetically, what may be called an existential= 
corrective to the established order oriented toward invmrd deepening in 
'the single individual' = that is, I am positive I have never directed 
one word against the teaching and the organisation of the established 
order, but I have worked to make this teaching more and more the truth 
in 9 the single individual 1 o And in order to prevent any misunderstanding 
I have aimed polemically throughout this whole undertaking at 'the crowd 1 ~ 
the nmnerical, also at the besetting sin of our time, self-appointed 
reformation and the falsifications along this line11 o 1 52 
Nevertheless, in spite of these measures to prevent misunderstanding, 
Rudelbach 1 s article clearly show·s tha. t he has been misunderstood and that 
by one who ~possesses amazing learning' o 153 The question now remained 
as to where he was going to go nowo The open letter sufficed to put the 
record straight with regard to his vrorks then published, but didn't Rudelbach's 
misunderstanding really point out the failure of these works to achieve the:ix 
des:ixed end? Could he now continue vlith his method of ind:ixect communication, 
or should he not speak out more directly in the face of such widespread 
illusions as now permeated Christendom? The most dangerous illusion is 
that all are Christians with the result that all disquietude and passion has 
gone out of Christian existenceo Rudel bach 1 s pursuit of external reforms 
typified this complacency about one 1 s status as a true Christiano154 Could 
Kierkegaard continue to defend the Mynsterish establishment as a strategic 
device in his pursuit of introducing Chri:stianity into Christendom? Perhaps 
the mediocrity of the age was becoming too obvious for the defensive procedure 
to be of furtbar use o As the Hongt s have saidg 
11 Although An Q:Q.en Letter was in one sense a defence of l\'iynster 
~---=--== .:::~="~-
against sectarian~ politicising reformers, it YJas, together vli th 
~'£a~n,in_g_:!:_n=Chr~~i~~1:J: and foK~S~elf-:Examin:~t_ion the beginning of 
a direct critique of the establishment because of its 0modifications 0 
and devital:i.sation of Chr.istianity11 o 155 
1'he situation nas as followso Rudelbach's article showed that a 
misunderstandine was abroad to the effect that Kierkegaard supported the 
principle of disestablishmento Kier lre gaard replied by arguing that his 
concern was Christian inwardness and that he vras basically indifferent to 
the reform of externals (thus leaving himself open to the further misunder= 
standing articulated by !1iynster, that he in fact supported the establishment) o 
But the very fact that such an explanation was necessary indicated the 
ultimate bankruptcy of his previous strategyo The prevailing preoccupation 
with exterP..als was so strong that no writer could be properly understood 
who professed indifference to such matterso He must inevitably find himself 
classified as a reformer or as an establishment figureo In an age devoid 
of inwardness only such objective categories acquired any meaningo Insofar 
as Kierkegaardts clash vlith Rudelbach brought home to him the total ~rversity 
of his envirorunent, to that same extent it forced him towards a direct attack 
on the establishmento 
It may be argued that in his final critical pamphlets Kierkegaard 
in fact adopted a position very much akin to that of Rudelbacho However, 
as W~lantschuk has indicatedg 
"For Kierkegaard the critique of the state proceeded from different 
motives and rested upon a complete~ different basis than was the case 
with Rudelbach ooo In relation to the state, Kierkegaard never wanted 
to assert the right to form free ecclesiastical institutionso The 
basis of his indictment of the state was that by its general encompassing 
of the lives of Christians in organised forms, and by its support of 
these forms, it contributed to making Christianit,y entirely external 
and superficial. ThUs the individual is more easily enabled to slip 
out of the inner decisions and battles which characterise Christianity" o 156 
Then Malantschuk concludes by emphasising the point which Rudelbach failed 
to grasp, the point which underlay Kierkegaard 0 s whole strategy~ even so 
far as the merciless 10 Attac~1 itselfg 
11 Kierkegaard11 S€f3S ~~1alantschuk~ 11 did in fact remain true to the 
end to his conviction that 'Christianit,y is inwardness~ inVJard 
deepening 019 o 
convincing Kierkegaard that his authorship was misunderstood by his 
contemporaries o 
In 1 848~ Kierkegaar<l 1.-.rrote the follm"Jing entry in :his Jowrml~ 
11 Peter knolls that my finances are in a precarious condition, he 
knows that my health is very shaey ~ he knows or at least has some 
notion of what a strain it is to be as active as I amp surrounded -
by fools and daily obloquy g 15 7 since then I have not heard a word 
from himo Now, apparently 9 he has become really afraid and cowardly 
as he alrrays was, sits back and feels self=important at the thought 
that it is the punishment of God upon meo Oh, he is a molly=codly 
and vain besides, he accepts all the marks of respect from the 
Grundtvigians; 1how lovable 0 it is, how lovableo 
11 I cannot comprehend how anyone can behave like thato If one 
really thinks that a man is up against it, then it seems to me that 
all other considerations must disappearo No sooner was he in 
difficulties with Bishop Mynster than I took the trouble to write to 
him again and againo 1 58 But the orthodoxy which does not have 
a frank~ childlike relation to C~d but looks upon him as a tyrant to 
be flattered rather than to be lovingly adored~ they always get a 
certain pleasure from thinking that God is punishing someone" o 159 
Here all Kierkegaard 1 s grievances against his brother are rehearsedo 
Kierlregaard feels that, like Mynster, Peter has responded badly to his 
financial difficulties and ill heal tho Also~ like iuynster, he has chosen 
to remain silent whilst The Corsair stirred up so much dirty watero160 
Inevitably S~ren must be deeply concerned about these personal slightso 
But he detected important differences bet~een his brother and himself on 
questions of theological perspective as wello Kierkegaard is prepared 
to accept Peter 1 s summary of these religious differences: 
"'l'here was some truth in what Peter once said 9 that the (religious) 
difference between him and me was that he looked upon his relation to 
God as being loved and I as loving1 o 161 
To Peter 0 s view of God as some sort of tyrant, Kier ke gaa.rd attributes 
the correlative sense of satisfaction in witnessing God 1 s punishment upon 
sstreno Thus the two men are seen to be at odds over questions of basic 
perspective a 
"But enough of that", Kierkegaard goes ono "I have the same 
feelings towards my brother as always; the man to whom God grants 
something extraordinary is inevitably misunderstood, particularly 
by his family and his friends" o 1 62 
Thus Peter 0 s misunderstanding is singled out as typical of the fate which 
the man of extraordinary talent must suffer at the hands of his closest 
companions a In his indignation at ~eter 9 s speech to the Roskilde Convention 
at the end of October 1 ~-9 » Kierkegaard \1as quick to point out the fallacy 
of the vierr that~ because of the fraternal relationship~ Peter 0s assessment 
of Kierkegaard 0 s authorship must be taken very seriously a 163 There is 
no reason w~ Peter should be any more reliable an authority t~~n anyone 
else = indeed, as Kierkegaard points out often enough in his Journals~ there 
is little doubt that Peter gravelY misunderstands him. So he ;~ote, some 
months before that fateful speech to the Conventiom 
11 In consideration of the fact that Peter is my brother, and of' 
the religious assumptions necessary in order to be able to jud~» 
which be clearly has» and also because I feel it is my duty to put 
him in such a position that rrhen ! am dead and the dialectical knot 
of' my self=denial is solved, and its suffering: explains it~ he will 
then be humbled at having really judged me wrongzyg I have 1 though 
with the greatest care, suggested that he should keep his eyes openo 
11 But he is, so he seys, sure enough of' his jud~mento 
case it is his affair, it is not for my own sake that I have 
I understand him, and his only being able to explain my life 
as a foolish striving after greatness, perfectly wello 
In that 
done thiso 
to himself' 
11 That is easily understood.~~ it is so comfortable; for we know 
quite well that such things do happen; it is so comfortable 1 instead 
190 
of daring to follow, even for a short way, the exhausting thoughts which 
are contained in my works, exhausting simply because they show the 
narrow margin between true self=denial and egoismo Nor reality as an 
author lies~ to a great extent, in haviiig almost discovereod the passion 
of sympathyo 
11 But all that costs effort; it is much easier to explain my lif e 
the other way, and so discover with a deal of self=satisfaftion~ that 
one 9 s own quiet life is higher from a religious point of view. 
"He is a living example of the fact that a man cannot understand 
more than his life expresses o Hence his point of' view~ according 
to which the opposition I have had to put up with lately is nemesis 
or the punishment of G00.11 o 1 64 
Peter is identified as 11 a living example of the fact that a man cannot 
understand more than his life expresses" and his life only expresses a 
"Jewish" brand of Christianity which is merely concerned with worldly 
pleasures, possessions and honourso 165 Clearly, even before he uttered 
the first words of his speech, Kierkegaard must seriously question Peter 0 s 
understanding of the authorship he purports to reviewo 166 This suspicion 
could only be strengthened by the revelation» in a subsequent conversation 
which occurred between the delivery of the speech and its publication in 
the press~ 167 that Peter had no idea that HoHo was one of Kierkegaard 0 s 
168 pseudonym so K.ierkegaard was amazed by his brother 0 s being able to 
publish such a hasti~ prepared and flimsily substantiated lecture in the 
bl . 169 pu J.C presso 'l'his could only serve to disseminate erroneous vievrs ~vhich 
might otherwise have been excused as thoughts throu1n out for discussion 
during a half=hour lull in the proceedingso 
The most dan@erous misunderstanding in Peter 0 s speech~ according to 
K.ie:ckegaard, was contained in the reference to him in terms of "ecstacy" = 
especialzy when~ by wa:y of comparison, Martensen was described as 11 caJ.m" o 
Kierkegaard describes this as 11 confusion=mongering~ and goes on to explaing 
10 ooo Martensenis and Peteris conception of soberness is a, to some 
extent, irreligious conceptiono It represents what is commonplace and 
easy~goingo It should have been pointed out by Peter that in our ~s 
it is ve~ difficult to set forth what ecstasy iso For mediocrity~ 
worldly prudence, or whatever you like to call it =this is what counts 
nowadays a Furthermore, Peter might have pointed out that what 
characterises my ecstasy is that it carries just as much soberness 
in it as ecstasyo Compare how I use pseudonyms~ fanciful people 
(and it is therefore not I that is speaking) to represent ecstasy; 
while in my devotional discourses I myself' speak, quietly and gentzyo·no 
Peter could have pointed to the catego~ The Individual as used by 
the pseudoeyms P and as used by meo And so on" o 1 71 
Kierkegaard is unequivocal in his judgement that 11 This is a misunder-
standing so gr-eat that if it gains the ascendancy I am weakened fifty 
percent" o 172 He goes on to argue that, in the world at large, Peter is 
words would be taken to mean that Kierkegaard is to be considered mado 
He returned to make the same point some five years latero 1 7"5 In an entry 
which summarises Kierkegaard 1 s reactions to Peter 1 s article he contends 
that this behaviour is criminal, even though it has succeeded in making 
his brother respected in the eyes of 11 the Many" o 1 74 Vfuen dealing with 
Rudelbach 1 s article Kierkega.a.rd showed concern about the spirit of an age 
which could foster such misunderstandingo Now, here also~ Kierkega.ard 
shows his concern for the effect of Peteris views upon the general publico 
Peter has misunderstood him; and, by making public his views on Kierkegaardj) 
this misunderstanding is liable to gain respectability and abhieve general 
i 92 
cux-rencyo 
In the Journals from 1848 until Kierkegaard 1 s death in 1855 ~ the 
occasional references to Peter are largely of a critical nature 175 although 
he is prepared to admit (as he admitted of Rudelbach) that his brother has 
11 a good head11 o 1 76 But wha.tevel:" may be Peter 0 s talents~ he is now seen 
as the representative of a genial mediocrity which is only concerned with 
tt f t ifl . . . f. 1 77 Ki l.~ d f. d t f h. rna ers o r :rng sl.gnl. J.canceo ergj,Cgaar m s suppor or l.S 
judgement by reference to Peter's behaviour in the Landst~ing =never an 
institution likely to enjoy Kierkegaard 1 s approvaL178 Peter is 
representative of an age which needs 11 ecstasy11 and yet which misunderstands 
the word to mean "madness11 o It is an age which only wants to know the 
safe middle way, never venturing into regions which require passion or 
tolerating the views of those who advocate ideal positionso Peter may 
have offered Kierkega.ard a compliment but it is "a foolish compliment"~ 179 
the sort of "favourable discussion of me, which once a~in I shall have to 
t . t"'" 1 80 pu up Wl. u o ~·or such a discussion is characterised by misunderstanding 
and is likely to mislead a public impressed by a man of some distinction 
who is also the brother of the author in questiono 
Although Kierkegaard prepared the draft of an article protesting 
against Peter's speech, in face he never expressed his resentment in 
publico However~ his Journals record his strength of feeling at being so 
misused and his return to the theme in 1 854 shows that, like so many 
apparently small occurrences, this event left a lasting impression on himo 
It seems beyond question that Peter 1 s public statement added further to 
Kierkegaard 1 s sense of having been misunderstood and thus encouraged him 
along the road of greater severity towards the inevitable confrontation 
with the establishmento 
Finallyp we turn to Ho Lo Martensen, who was very much at the centre 
of Kierkegaard 1 s indignation toward his contemporaries 0 reception of his 
authorshipo Elsewhere we deal at length with Martensen and his relationship 
to Kierkegaard» and so it 11ill only be necessax'Y at this point to sketch 
the part he played in convincing Kierkegaard of' the mistmderstanding marring 
the effective appropriation of' his worko 
As a lecturer and author~ f:iartenscn comma.l1c1ed e, gcat deal of' respect 
and popularity o He was a man of cons:iderable ini'luence and the keen 
anticipation \·.rb;ch preceded his ~s~l-allDq_~ati=c~ vms matched by the 
enthusiastic response to its publicationo Kierkegaard also recognised 
Martensen v s talents, and v1as prepared to lay more than usual significance 
1 9.3 
upon utterances from that quartero If Mynster was the accredited representative 
of the established Church, then rfm.rtensen was the one who mo.st completely ref= 
lected the academic atmosphere of the ageo There could be no underestimating 
the significance of Martensen's judgementso Thus, the references to 
Ilierkegaard in the Dowatics of 1 84.9 proved to be extremely offensive to 
him~ not only on account of their content$ but also for their almost 
contemptuous brevi~o The subsequent Q_owatic Illuminations of 1850 did 
nothing to appease Kierkegaard' s indignationo His authorship carried 
important existential implications for Christendom = for 11 the Professor" 
not less that 11 the Bishop10 ~ yet here was Martensen indulging in the luxury 
of a dogmatic system as if all Y~erkegaard 0 s injunctions on behalf of 
Christian passion and inwardness had gone unheardo To this extent the 
writing of Christian Doematics represented for Kierkegaard an appropriate 
indication of the extent to which the full implications of his authorship 
had not been understoodo 
Furthermore, Martensen showed signs of 'having misunderstood Kierkegaard 
at more particular points, including the significance Kierkegaard laid on 
the atonement and the meaning of den enkelte for Kierkegaardo 181 On 
reading through Christian Do.@I!atics$ Kierkegaard found cause to make a 
number of comments in his Journalso These decisively attack both the 
general spirit behind the work and individual errorso Significantly 
Kierkegaard draws the general conclusion that the difference between 11 the 
essential thinker" and the Professor lies in the fact that the latter 
The implication of' this remark is that 
lvia.rtensen has set aside precisely that categoX'y which is central to 
Kierkegaard 0 s messageo Kierkegaard could not have expressed his opposition 
to r,!artensen any more strongly than he does in th:l.s oP...e sentenceo ~he 
trJO writers are f'undamentally at odds rJith each othero 
Such a disparity in their respective positions v10uld not have worried 
Kierkegaard too much» were it not f'or the fact that Martensen was so 
influential a figureo In putting forward a view of' Christianity which 
both contradicts and misunderstands Kierkegaard 1 s point of' view» Martensen 
has no doubt been influenced by tr£ spirit of the ageo But because of his 
respected position, Martensen's publications can only be effective in 
furlhering such misunderstandingg 
"For one who, like Professor Martensen, respects the signs of the 
times, Professor Martensen is a peculiar sign of the times» a sign that 
it is a time of confusion" o 1 83 
For Kierkegaard, Martensen» like Mynster, is a representativeo A 
representative of the fact that his authorship has been contemptuous~ 
maltreated and misunderstood by his contemporarieso There was no question 
of Kierkegaard wanting to attack the very nature of dogmatic theologyo 1 84 
Hov1ever, he did maintain that the dogmatic enterprise was a "luxury article11 
undertaken on the presupposition that all men are Christianso 185 Such a 
presupposition is anathema to Kierkegaard and so he is in disagreement with 
Martensen on basic principleso Whilst Kierkegaard is concerned with the 
1 9!.:. 
question of becoming a Christian, Martensen embarks on an objective enterprise 
ba13ed on the assumption tha. t one 1~ has arrived11 o Thus Martensen 9 s Christian 
Dogmati£§ goes right against the central thesis of Postscript, and even if 
he had not explicitly admitted that his acquaintance vd th this '"prolix 
literature11 was only 11 poor and fragmentary11 186 his book made the point well 
enougho 
Kierkegaard had every reason to be sensitive about the prevailing 
tendenqy to criticise his authorship on the basis of an incomplete reading 
of ito ~artensen was not the only culprito In the Urania yearbook for 
18!.~, ~jo L" Heiberg had revim<ed R@s;_i;_tt,;\_OBo Ki.erlregQa!'d suggests that 
his reviewer had not even read tpe book right through to the endo 1 87 He 
took e,reat exception to this kind of treatment and the Prefa_c_es contain 
several jibes at Heiberg" 188 In 1851 ll a small book appear.·ed entitled 
a c_oun~rJL~SOJ}o 'rhe country parson was Pastor Lo Gude) but this book 
189 
appeared anonymouslyo Gude was at this time Parish Priest at Hunesby 
after having previous~ served as a teacher and lecturero In his student 
years he had been very much 'impressed by Martenseno Of Gude 0s doctoral 
thesis B~rn Kornerup says that it 10 shows him as a typical disciple of 
Martenseno It is "Written in a clear and elegant styleo Moreover~ both 
in terminology and ideas it is stron~ influenced by speculative theolo~1 o190 
On the publication of Kierkegaard 0 s own book About my work as an Author in 
1 851 ~ Gude felt that the time was right for this book to be used in the 
making of certain observations about Kierkegaard's authorshipo1 ~ This he 
intends to do notwithstanding the fact that he "has not been able to cope 
with the reading of all the esteemed author 1 s books" o 1 92 
Kierkegaard drafted a reply to Gude which never in fact achieved 
publicationo 193 The proposed article begins with biting sarcasm directed 
at a country parson who presumes to make 10 observations11 about Kierkegaard 1 s 
authorship~ at the same time admitting that he is not totally familiar with 
ito KierkeGaard notes that his works have had the benefit of precious 
few reviews, and now that one has been published its author has simply 
11 used11 Kierkegaard 0 s own book concerning his authorshipo Fortunately, 
Kierkegaard has learnt to entertain no high expectations regarding other 
people's estimates of his work, but in this instance, such expectations 
would certainly have brought disappointmento 194 He proposes, with the 
wr-i\:-0r 
aid of a few examples, to show that this sU<thef>- offers little to illuminate 
his work ~ an authoro It seems that the country parson's main concern is 
with the question of whether 11 Magister Kierkegaa.rd 0 s writing can become 
popular" o 195 But now for the exampleso 
First of alJ,» Kierlrega.ard looks at the country parson ° s argument about 
the validity of maieutic in relation to Christianityo 196 The author 
stron~ ar5ues that such a method of communication has no place in the 
After all~ Christ and the Apostles did not employ Christian conte:l~t. 
maieutico 1 97 Kierk:egaard counters by declaring that~ 
"every reader of my writings must knovJ = and if the cou.ntry parson 
was a reader he vrould also know = that both the pseudonyms and myself 
have emphatical~ and repeatedly asserted that there is a decisive 
difference between preaching Christianity for heathens (non=Christians) 
~a Christian preaching in gChristendom'. Here the operation is aimed 
at an illusion; the illusion a o o that one is a Christiano But where 
illusions existp their maieutic is in its proper place =which I, even 
in the little tiny book about my work as an author, have found a place 
to have said in a note; 198 but the country parson has not even been 
able to cope VJith reading that11 o 199 
Kierkegaard 1 s second complaint is that the country par son has failed 
i 96 
to distinguish between the pseudonymous authorship and the edi~ing lite~e 
when attributing words to Kierkegaard. Certainly it is possible to take 
quotations from 10 The Seducer11 , from Johannes Climacus and from Kierkegaard 
himself and 9 by pointing to the contradictions, thus establish that the 
latter is "a sort of mad mad1 o200 However, this would show a basic 
misunderstanding as to the structure of the authorshipo 
Thirdly, Kierkegaard deals with his reviewer 1 s assumption that, 
because the authorship ~nds with direct communication, then this is to be 
evalued as 11 higher11 than indirect communicationo 201 In fact, nothing is 
higher than the indirect communication of Christ "in character" o Such 
communication inevitably meets with hostility from those to whom it is 
directed, but still it is the only possible vehicle of con~unication for 
Him who is Him self the Tru tho This misunderstanding with respect to the 
relative value of direct and indirect communication is particularly significant 
in the light of Gude' s admiration for Martenseno As a sort of postscript 
to an article concerning the debate about Martensen 1 s Christian Dogma tics~ 
Kierkegaard drafted as tatement entitled "on the occasion of an expression 
in Professor ltlartensen 1 s Dowatic Illuminations~ 11 202 The expression 
under review is to be found on page 13 of Martensen's book, and it contains 
the declaration that Christianity is direct comrnuxdcationo Kierkegaard 
states his opposition to this view in the ~rongest possible terms. Christ 
certainly claimed directly that He was God. However~ he lived a life of 
paver~ and endured persistent suffering andhostilit~o In the light of 
such circumsta..r1ces ~ how could one possibly speak of Christianity as di.rect 
. t. ? 20.3 commumca J.on. Pastor Gude, the faithful disciple j) has subsequently 
rearticulated Martensen's opposition to a central principle of Kierkegaard 9 s 
Christian perspective. Furthermore, he has argued his point by appeal to 
Kierkegaard 0 s work as an author and his published 11 accounting' of that worko 
Here Kierkegaard detects a distortion which does nothing to cast light on 
the authorship. Rather, it represents an inexcusable misunderstaP~ing of 
Kierkegaard 1 s positiono 
It is also apparent that the country parson has failed to grasp the 
sense of Kierkegaard 1 s view that Christianly, one should begin with the 
interesting)) the witt-y, the profound, and from these become simpler and 
simpler until simplicity has been attained. 204 Kierkegaard has to explain 
that» although he shares his reviewer 1 s concern for simplicity and is prepared 
to advocate this as a starting point for Christian preachint in Heathendom, 
in Christendom people are under the illusion that they are Christians and 
so they have to begin by reflecting themselves out of their illusions in 
order to become more and more simply, Christians. Kier ke gaard then g'Oe s 
ori to develop j) at some length, his estimate of Christendom and the form of 
communication appropriate to that situation. He insists that his role has 
been "to call attention to Christianity11 as a poet, without authority. 205 
He had already made this point in the book about his authorship j) 206 but 
. th t 1 t th" 207 once agam e coun ry parson 1as go J.ngs wrong. He thinks there 
is something dubious about Kierkegaard 0 s claim to be merely a poeto It 
can be used as a limiting factor, and these very r;ords can be used to support 
the relegation of Kierlregaard to a position below the priestso In comparison 
to them, he is merely a poet. However, Kierkegaard insists that he has 
never said that he is only a poet v1hen measured against 11 the Priest". 
itather ~ he is a poet nhen the measw.e is idealityo 
same as nith his edif'ying discourseso He declines to call them sermons ~ 
not because tl:ey are qualitatively subordinate to the preaching of the 
clerc;yp but because they J.o not measure up to the crite:.cia of :i.den.lityo 
11 0n the \-Jhole1~, says Kierkegeard, 0 there is someth:.iJ'lg for rrhich I retain 
a use~ uhich I am sometimes tempted to assume is not held to be useful by 
othc:r. men; Idealso So it is no \'lOnder that I become misunderstood11 o 208 
Here Kierlregaard summarises his response to Gude 1 s articleo 
the ~pical reaction of an age which lacks ideality and so misunderstands 
the uork of a writer who measures himself against ideal standardso 
So far~ we have dealt with representatives of two major theological 
perspectives in nineteenth century Derunark~ and Kierke gaard v s consciousness 
of being misunderstood by themo Ivlynster and Ivla.rtensen represented the 
established, State Church point of view, whilst Po Co Kierke{:'!FLard and 
Rudelbach defended Grundtvigian interests. Nov1, in order to emphasize 
the universali~ of the misunderstanding surrounding Kierkegaard 1 s ·authorship, 
we should also make a brief reference to @_ expre_~?,sion of o:einion rr<?.Uh~ 
In 1 850, a book appeared under the pseudonym Theophilus Nicolaus with 
the lengthy title Is Faith a P~adox ~nd by virtue of the Absurd? = a 
~~ered with the help of a 1\ni__g_ht of Faith 1 s confidential conunUf!iCa tions s 
to the mutual edification of Jews, Christians and Moh~edans, by the 
aforesaid Kni~ht of Faith 1 s b;:oth~ TheoJ?,hi~s Nicolaus" o 209 The author 
was in fact Magnus Eiriksson, a writer and teacher who had been stron~ 
attached to the rationalism of H. No Clauseno il.lthough he is best known 
for his attacks on Martensen 1 s theology and on the existing structure of 
monarahical absolutism, 210 on this occasion he applied himself to a study 
of Kierkegaard's pseudonyms, especially Johannes de Silentio and Johannes 
Climacus. Principally ,he was concerned with the categories of absurdity 
and Paradoxo However, although Kierkegaard here recognised a defence for 
his teaching on the ParadoJc and an ally in the fight against speculative 
do@llatics ~ there were yet good reasons v1hy he could not aclal.owledge 
211 Eiriksson as one with whom he was in agr-eemento Then~ after dealing 
one by one uith these reasons~ Kierkegaard has to conclude that basical\y 
Biriksson°s case lacks clarityo He tells him DYou have misunderstood 
E'_~a,r:~ and 'I'rembl=i:_lli<i to such an extent that I shall hardly be able to 
recognise it again" o 212 Theophilus Nicolaus has also fallen into the 
error of identifying Kierkeg~d with his pseudonymso At root, this writer 
is seen as representing the pettiness and mediocrity of the times and 
Kierkegaard is moved to make the follo\ving general observationsg 
11 o o o how sad it is to live in such a limited environment that 
there is as good as nobody who really has eyes for a deeply sustained 
work of arto 
11 That which has cost me days of industry~ immense effort~ almost 
sleepless dialectical perseveranceg to hold the threads correctly in 
this delicate work = such things do not exi.st for otherso I am 
identified without further ado with my pseudoqyms, and thus some 
nonsense is put out which - naturally = many more people understand; 
indeed, naturally! 11 213 
So~ once again, this time from the rationalist quarter, Kierkegaard 
feels that he is the object of misunderstandingo By means of distortion 
his authorship has been made to support a position to which it is essentially 
opposedo It seems that even in his lifetime, Kierkegaard suffered from 
the same kinds of interpretative distortions as those perpetrated by liberal 
free-thinkers after his deatho Whilst Eiriksson 1 s background and basic 
perspective is very different from that of Mynster, Martensen and Nielsen, 
Gude or the Grundtvigians, still in Kierkegaard 0 s eyes he shared with them 
the same fault, which was~ to misunderstand the point and purpose of his 
authorshipo The whole complex of pseudonyms and other literar,y devices 
evolved in accordance with a strategy of communication centred on the need 
to reassert the cause of subjectivity in Christendomo Through utterances 
emanating from several different quarters, Kierkegaa.rd came to realise that 
his strategic use of indirect communication had failed to meet with under= 
standing in the shallow, complacent mediocrity of Danish Christendomo 
Carl \Jeltzer accepts Geismar 0 s contention that when Kierlregaard took 
upon himself the role of 11 the extzoaordinary10 who must be sacrificed~ he 
subsequently adopted a far more severe view of other people 0 s Christianityo 
He laid the same demands upon every single Chlqistian as he made upon the 
extraordinary oneo 214 rhen Heltzer argues that t1 this estimate of 
Kierkega.ard is so much to the point that it is valid not only in respect 
200 
of Kierkegaard 0 s authorshipp but can also be used as a caption for Kierkegaru;>d 1 s 
attitude to his closest acquaintances~ especially his brothe~o 21 5 In 
other words~ Kierkegaard's increasing emphasis upon the negative and world= 
deqying aspects of Christian discipleship resulted in his becoming ever more 
antagonistic towards those around himo However» the preceding discussion 
has shown that the blame for any increased strain in personal relationships 
mey not be laid wholly on Kierkegaard 1 s shoulder so In fact, it is our view 
that the incidence of abusea misunderstanding and ignorance which characterised 
many of the reactions to Kierkegaard 1 s authorship was in a large part 
responsible for his moving inexorably towards a direct offensiveo This 
is not to imply that his motives for the attack were only founded on an 
ur~ for reven~o The pains he took to try and a void the clash make 
such an interpretation impossibleo Neither do we wish to argue that no 
new ideas or emphases are to be found in the writingS after Postscripto 
However, we do want to sug~st that these later expressions owe more to the 
cause of elucidation in the face of misunderstanding than they do to a~ 
novel development in Kierkegaard 1s perspectiveo Thus his increased attention 
to the question of imitation during the last years must be seen not in terms 
of a new and 8lltonomous strand of thought 1 but rather~ as the drawing out of 
notions already implicit in the aesthetic literatureo Similarly P the 
attack on the objective established norms is not a new movement in Kierkegaard 0 s 
thought, basically unrelated to his earlier v.rorkso Rather, it represents 
the more explicit enunciation of such consequences for Christendom as 
Christendom itself should have dravm from his authorshipo 
Now the qoostion arises as to wey Kierkegaard did not publish the 
various polemical a..rticles which he wrote in response to hartensen» Gude » 
Eiriksson etco These draft responses take up almost the whole of one 
volume of his Journals~ 216 and the repeated corrections and revisions 
~pifY the care he lavished upon the works intended for publicationo 
Yet they were not publishedo Why? By writing f:_g._int of V~ he had 
provided 11 A Report to History11 which would forestall any misunderstanding 
on the part of later e,enerations, particularzy regarding the issue of 
whether this was a liter~ aesthete who only turned to religion in later 
lifeo So wey didn't he publish these articles thus refuting misrepresen= 
tations and abuses which flowered in his own d~? The answer to this question 
will have to p~ attention to two ver.y important aspects of Kierkegaard 1 s 
Christian understandingo Firstly~ there is his wish not to do or say a..eything 
which might usurp the right and duty of each individual to make a free choice 
with respect to issues involving his own eternal blessednesso In his 
published utterances, Kierkegaard never intended to abandon the dialectic 
of hones~ which was founded upon his notion of the self and its eternal 
responsibility before God, and which dictated his method of communication 
at all pointso We shall see how this dialectic of honesty played its part 
in determining the content and manner of his public statements even in the 
heat of the final battleo Then, secondly~ we must take account of 
I<ierkegaard 8 s attitude to the whole question of authorityo VSho was he 
to stick his neck out and cast judgement upon the Christianity of his 
contemporaries? Certainly» in his Journals» he had not flinched from · 
passing the severest of judgements upon the establishment 0 s brand of 
Christianity» 21 7 but the publication of such sentiments would involve 
moving towards the status of' the extraordinary one» the martyro But he 
was only a poet» without the authority to undertake such a ventureo The 
attack upon Christendom can only be seen within the context ofthis agonised 
internal struggle as to the nature of' authority in general and his own 
authority in particularo Kierkegaard 1 s concern for this problem is shown 
by his extensive wrestling uith the issues involved in the Adler caseo 218 
Also the CJLcle of Ethico~Religious Tre~tises were lar§ely concerned with 
the fundamental questions raised by the authority of revelationp apostleship 
and ma.rtyrdomo 
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See Peter Rohdeg En Genii en ~stado Kbho i962o Cfo also 
,!he Point of Vi~ Po 1 00 f ~ a.V:d 1-:_B;J);,- -X 5 A 1 59 Po i 87 ( i 849) 
fa_;eo VII 4 A 98 Po 42; 106 
ka.Qo VII 1 .A 41 8o He!'e ne see Kierlrega.ard making a. specific 
application (ioeo to himself) of thoughts presented in a more generalised 
form some ten years ea.X"lier g N (The bourgeois) have never caught a 
glimpse of the idea nhich lies underneath when we tll'e pushed through 
the hidden~ mysterious doorp open in all its terror cmly to presentiment~ 
into this dark realm of sighstt o (Papo II A 127) 
:eaJlo VII 1 A 1 28 
Pa,Eo VITI1 A 1 20 
JPapo VIII 1 A ~ 
P~M!• VIII 2 B 79 = 89 
Pap. VIII 1 A 466 
Kierkegaard does not shrink from adding "misunderstanding' to a list 
of torments along with 11 failurep suffering, illness ••• straitened 
circumstances P scant prospects". (Thoughts on Crucial Situations in 
Human Life. Translated by D. Fo Swenson~ Augsburg Publishing House 
1 941 • pps. 79 v 11.3). Later~ when speaking of 11 the ·;iitness to the 
Truth'' in :!!~or Self~Examination, Kierkegaard says that 11 he must 
labouriously, day after day, work his wa:y through all the misunder= 
standings of his contemporaries and through all the tortures of 
misunderstanding'. (po 48) 
Pap. VII 1 A 152. Cf. Pap. X 3 A 403p X 4 A 363 
Pap. VIII 1 A 282. Cf. ~.X 4 A 358; 551 and "About my work as an 
Author" (~int of View pps. t56 = 7) 
Pap. VIII 1 A 512 
Papa VIII 1 A.540 
P~o VIII 1 A542 
Papo VIII 1 A 549 
Pap. I A 33. Cf. Pap. I A 126 
G. Malantschukg Kierke~d 0 s Thou€!ht po 42 
1 8. Pap. I A 1 23 
1 9 o Pap. II A 1 89. Cf. Pap. VI A 21 
20. According to Kierkegaard, a certain secret suffering characterises the 
lives of 11 the most eiminent world=historical figures" (Pap. VIII 1 A 161) 
and, for himself P he maintains "that my genius has really been my 
suffering' (!:_!!Po X 1 A 670). In :~!,ear and Trembling he argues that genius 
involves alienation from one's contemporaries insofar as "from the start 
the genius is disorientated in relation to the universal and is brought 
into relation 11ith the paradox' (po 116)o Thus~ 11 'L:hen my poet ooo 
comes (he) nill assign me a place amCling those who have suffered for the 
sa:ke of an idea~ and he \~ill say~ 0 the martyrdom this author suffered 
may be briefly described thus~ he suffered from being a genius in a 
market town Ota 0 (Po:i!!t of' Vier! Po 1 oo) 0 Kierkegaard shom; that to ba 
misunderstood is part of his 11 secret sufferingJ o It is his fate to 
be 'ltrampled to death by geese10 (P~J?,o Viii i A 99) o But yet~ evon 
rrorseD it is also his fate to b~ misunderstood by his loved oneso 
Thus he m'Ote in 'i &:.i g 11 It cras not my nell=shaped nose sh0 lOved 
(ioeo Regina)~ nor my beautiful eyes~ nor my small feet, nor my fine 
head= she only loved me, and yet she did not understand me11 o 
(Papo III A 151) o Then later tve readg 11 even more burdensome than 
to misunderstand the truth is to become misunderstood by the beloved10 o 
(~:Qo VIII 1 A 86) o 
?.04 
2io For differing points of view se0 Eo Bredsdorffg ~orsareno Kbho 1958 9 
and VJ o LotJrie g Kier ke _g§~_l!: pps o .34 7 = 6.3 o It hils t the former is 
critical of Kierkegaard 0s role in provoking and pursuing this case, 
the latter is filled only with praise and admiration for Kierkegaard 0 s 
patience and public=spiritedness. Now, whilst we feel that Kierkegaard 
cannot be wholly justified - especially regarding his treatment of 
Po Lo ~Mller - he probably sUffered more public revilement than he 
deservedo Given that he was peculiarly sensitive to public opinion~ 
his show of fortitude can be admired. 
22o See, for example~ Pa'Qo VIII 1 A 544; IX A .370; X 1 A 1.31 o We also 
take note here of a comment Kierkega.ard made in his New Testament next 
to Luke 16 Vo 14o The verse speaks of the Pharisees deriding Christ 
and Kierkegaard remarksg "Thus they did not contradict him, but - they 
mocked him presumably as an eccentric and a ridiculous exaggeration" o 
(PapoVIII 2 C.3o.37)o It seems likely that the Cors~ incident caused 
Kierkegaard to make this note. (See Bradley Dewey~ "Kierkegaard and 
the Blue Testameni!1o Harvard TheolojQ..cal Review. Volo LX 1967o p.406) o 
2.3 o P@o XI 1 A 195 
24. See Papo IX A 49 o 'Yhere the incompatibility of both being a Christian 
and _being understood is clearly statedg "I understand very well how I 
ought to conduct ~self in order to be understood = honoured and estmeemed 
= how I could gain these benefits even by preaching Christianityo But 
this is simply unchristian = that the one who preaches Christianity is 
not himself what he says is Christianity'' o 
25o Although Kierkegaard a.loays entertained a strong affection for the 
26o 
27o 
28o 
29o 
common people (see J. Bukdah.l: Kierkegaard ogden menige mando Kbho 1967o 
and Vo Christensen: -}?~ripateti.kert:n Siren Kierkegaard: ·) and strongly 
advocated the view that, in matters of faith, intellectual ability 
had no bearing; still he looked for leadership from those in exalted 
officeso This is shown most clearly in his setting so much store 
by an "admission11 from Bishop Mynstero 
Papo VII 1 A 98. Po 44 
Postscript ppso .3 =4 
ibido ppso 4 = 6 
Papo VIII 1 A .390 
30o ~ee ~ :for. example~ :R®o VIII 1 A 191.:- 9 2.34 9 .366 9 .38Bo ;le cannot 
underestimate the importance Kierkegaard laid upon i',;ynstcr as sermonso 
\ie may suppose that he looked to Eynster as sermons for indications of 
his having understood and accepted Kierkegaardas teachingo (Note ho\'1 
205 
he later looked for a hint from lv!ynster from the pul.pit = ,I:~o X 3 A 56.3 
Po 310) o Tha,t he gained the opposite impression must be adjudged 
Sii:'Jl::i.:ficanto 
.32o faJ?o VIl 1 A 221 o See also IDo VIII 1 A .3.32 where Kierkegaard recounts 
a meeting between himself' and I4Ynster at r1hich the latter suggested that 
they complemented each othero Kierkegaard rejects this view and tells 
lvlynster that he is conscious of those things which must have shocked 
him~ but things could not be otherwise o 
.33o Papo VIII 1 A 414o Po 1 80 
.34o Loco Cito 
.35 o Papo VIII 1 A 41 5 
· .36 o Here we ma_y recall Lowrie a s point g 11 At the moment when his polemic 
against the Church was openly launched inany were surprised at it$ but 
now we have his Journals and can see how long it w~.s brewing we have 
reason to wonder that it was so long repressed~o (Lowrieg Kierkegaard 
Po .378) 
3 7 o See PaP. o VIII 2 B 11 6 and 11 8 
38o Papo VIII 1 A 4.38 
39 o ~o VIII 1 A 560 Po 261 
40o Papo VIII 1 A 502, 508,\) 510 
41 o Or» more precisely» adapted :from The Book about Adler which had occupied 
Kierkegaard intermitently during the preceding two yearso 
42o See Papo IX B 1$ 2 and 4; X 1 A 422, 499~ 5.35~ 544; X 6 B 36 = 63o 
These were three of' the six treatise& featured in "A cycle of Ethico= 
Religious TreatiseS." o Two of them ( 11 Has a Man the Right to Let 
Himself Be Put to Death for the '£ruth!' 'and "Concerning the Dif'f'erence 
Between a Genius and an Apostle") were published in May 184-9 under 
the pseudonym HoBo Of' the :four remaining~ 10 The Catastrophe in Magister 
Adler's Life11 (See IX B 5) was set aside leaving "Something about what 
one Could Call Premise Authors"; "The Dialectical Relationshipg the 
General, the Single Individual, the Sp:: cial Individual" and 0QA Revelation 
in the Present Situatiorr'o These last three are the ones in questiono 
See PJ?So 65ff:Where Mynster 1 s reputation is seen as at a low ebb at this 
timeo 
Papo X 6 B 162 
~o X 6 B 16.3 and 165o However, v1e note that the third draft 
(~o X· 6 B 169) does not contain this statemento 
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l+-lo Cf'o ;p=a~o VII 2 B 235 ppso 4.3 = 45 (o!l_}.=qtho!'J-~~a_n?- ~e_v_eL_aj;~9_!l.p Harper 
Torch Book 1 966o ppso .36 = .3"1) from where was taken much of the pane8)Yric 
found in the proposed dedicationo 
hBo See ,I:_aP,o )( 1 A 5.35o Beside the marginal note t1FoFa 1 S panegyric over 
Bishop lv!ynster11 9 Kierkegaard writesg "This panegyric is delivered 
,J.ith the presupposition that 0 ~tate Ghurch 0 ~ 'established Ghristiani~ 0 
are valid conceptso That one, from a Christian standpoint~ denies 
this isromething else againo But assuming these concepts to have 
reali~ (and one ought to assume this in an appreciation of Bishop 
l1iynster when it is only fair to understand a man according to his 
O\'Jn thoughts and ideas) then he is groeat and to be admiredo On the 
other hand, Bishop Mynster can only be attacked when one attacks these 
two concepts" a ';Jhen Kierkegaard returned to these ethico=religious 
treatises after lviynster 0 s death in 1 854 1 he concluded that the passage 
about N!ynster had to be omittedo Ptm.o XI .3 B 1 o 
49 o Vl o Lowrie g Kierkegaardo ppso 51.3 = 4 
51 0 
52o 
See PaEo X .3 A .31 .3 where Kierkegaard passionately described his 
struggle to resist the temptation of joining with Nielsen and 
Stilling in a direct attack upon N~nster and Martenseno 
Also Kierkegaard tells us he was afraid that, by eulogising fi~nster 
he would provoke Nielsen~ "who hates Mynster11 , into adopting an 
extreme posi tiona :b'urthermore, Kierke gaard was still unsure as to 
lv{ymter's likely reaction to such a eulogyo (Papo X 4 A .377) 
See ~apo X .3 A 5.35o See also No 'l'hulstrupg #•Bidrag til Christ. endommens 
Indf relse i C.b:i:'!istenheden af S,rbren Kierkegaard': li£ist_ligt D~bladet .. 
Kbho 27o 9o 1950 who accepts the closest possible similarity between 
Tr~;~.inin_g and the 11 Attack!' as personal attacks on iizy-ns ter and Martenseno 
Papa X .3 A 56.3 
Papa X .3 A 564 
~o X .3 A 56.3, Po .370 
The following year Kierkegaard recalled that "after the conversation 
I was well pleased1~, and he even considered issuing the oft postponed 
eulogy. (Pap., X 4 A .377) 
Pap., X 3 A 565 
See Papo X .3 A 588» 726, 780 etco 
See PaPo X .3 A 578 
60o PaPo X .3 A 799o po 505o Cfo X 4 A 55 
61 o See Pap. X .3 A 704 and X 4 A 152~ 111 The l'liynsterish Preachingo It is 
obvious that this is so far from to bring Christianity into the world 
that it represents a plain operation in the direction of smuggling 
Christianity out of the world = that is if a~ Christiani~ exists. 
Everything is put in aesthetic categories~ Art ~ quiet hours, and the 
preacher existentially leads the most worldly and self=indul@ent lifeo 
Still, this could be allowed ~ if he thus made the admission and 
confessed his inability to get himself to take Christiani~ hig.her11 o 
62o Ao G., Rudelbachg Om det borgelige 1\E gteskab, (Kbho 1 851 o Po 70) 
6)o See 111\.n Open Letter prompted by a reference to me by Dro Hudelbach11 
(.1\t:m~eoc!~'L~~~~aJ,ity andua,_n Oyen Le~t,teJ:, tr.>anso lioVo and EoHo Hongj) 
Indiana U.i>o 1968o Po 47v and ~~oX 5 B 128) (ibi~do ppso 109 = 115)o 
~~}:~e_c"l:e_.Y:_a:r~rker Xlli ppso 412 ~ 80 
6l:-o fl.n 2Jl~ ~1_e~"t!eX' Po 52 
67o 
6So 
69o 
70o 
71 0 
72o 
See :l!'aedrel_@det» 1 851 Noo 37 (lt'ebo 13) and Noo 38 (Febo ·'lit-) o Also 
Papo X -5 _:B_1_2BlArmed Ne~trali:t.Y and_an Oj:Jen Le~tj;~}'~ :ppso 109 = 15) 
Jo Po L;ynsterg Y:_(!e~],i~gere Bidrag ti~l Jto_rh§l.nd]:i.~rne om de Kirkel* 
!,or hold i Danma.r ko--rKbho 1 851 ) 
~bido Po 44 
f_a;go X 4 A 195 
P~J2.o X ~A 270 po 147 
f@o X 4 A 272 
PapoVII 1 A 98 Po 44 
~·or an interesting comment on the absence of references to Kierkegaard 
in Iv'1yns ter v s IVieddelelser af' mit Levnet see Po C.i'..r o Zahle g 11 Hvad der 
ikke meddeltes af W<ynsters Meddelelser om sit Levnet11 o Faedrelandet 
Noo 250» 28th October, 1857o Zahle suggests that references to 
Kierkegaard v1ere excised before the Meddelelser were published by 
Mynster 1 s sono If this view is accepted (and it would seem that 
'?.0( 
tlw absence of such references does demand some kind of an explanation) 
then we may justifiably speculate as to whether what Mynster did write 
about the Goldschmidt affair and other things pertaining to Kierke g;:~.ard 
was in some way self -in crimina tin go 
73o Papo X 6 B 1 71 Po 259 
74o 
77o 
78o 
79o 
80o 
~ierkegaardstudien II ppso 266 ~ 67 o Approvingly quoted by Va 
Christenseng S;fS'ren Kierkegaard Po 135o b,or the view that I'llynster 
knew nothing of the Cor sa:ir affa:ir , see S chwanenflugel g J.P., Iv(vns ter, 
Volo II ppso 232 = 3 
Pa_:goX 4 A 204, X 6 B 1 71 o ppso 259 ~ 60 
See PaPo X 4 A 218 
PaPo X 4 A 228 
See P~o X 3 A 565o 
respect for Mynster 
well as out of love 
Papo X 4 A 271 
Loco Cito 
Cfo X 4 A 218 where Kierkegaard reasserts his 
on account of the latter 1 s 11 great qualities" as 
for 11 a dead man" o 
S, o P@o X 4 A 270a Cf. X 6 B 1 71 Po 256 where Kierkegaard argues that 
IV'JYnster' s reputation will always be the loser when he makes reference 
to Goldschmidt or Goldschmidt makes reference to himo 
82o See )::_~-eo 2~ L:- A 353 9 382 .1> 551 f o ~ 606 .~> uhere Ki.erlr..egaard looks upon 
i:;ynster 1 s mention of Golclsclunidt as having far YJider consequences 
than is usual for a few passing comments. Basically Kierlregaard 
8.3 0 
8L:-o 
85. 
86. 
sees hiynsterv"s behaviour in this respect as an indication of his attempts 
to identify with the new democratic mass movements after 1 81:-Bo 
,'.Craip:i:nJ~ Po 7'1 
Po~P.o X h- A 296 
.. ) j.__8_illo X 6 B 1 71 = 236 
,Pa_po X 4 A 373 
87 o J,oc. ci_t. See also Pap. X 4 A .351 
88. See Point of Viey (trans. Lovlrie) Oxford 1 9.39 
89o See For Self~Examll:_a,tion ~nd Jud_~ :rq_r _to\!I'_S~l"Les (trans. Lot1rie) 
Oxford 1941 
90. A Ji.!_terar.x Rev:!:_~ March 30th~ 1846. The second part has been 
published in English asg ~-~s~nt=~ (trans. Dru) Oxford 1940 ~ 
:&,ontana 1 962 
91o See ~oin! qf Yiew (Harper Torch Books 1962) pps. 157 ~ 8 
93o Pap. X 4 A 37.3 
94o Po~!!"t-~LYi~ ppSo 154 = 5 
95o Pilllo X 4 A .358 
96o P~. X 4 A 367 
97. See the Preface to "Two Discourses at the Cor.ununion on Fridays11 , 
F~ S_elf-~xain=i;nation apd={l,l_d~~Q.l;!;:s_~:!:Y~~o Oxford 1941 o Po 5 
98. :!!'or ~elf-Examinati2.n and Jud~ for Yourse~ves (trans. Lowrie) 
Oxford 1941 
99. 'ilo Lowrieg ~rkega.a£d po 470 
iOOo J. Hohlenbergg Den:h;nsomnes Vej. Kbh. 1948o P• 214 
1 01 o Malantsohukg 
102o P@o X 4 A 377 P• 225 
103. Fo.r_~~~lf=Exam:i,_natiq_n po 46. Cf. Pap. X 4 A 560 pps. 381 - 2 
1 04. See :E_a)2o X 6 B 21 7 pps • .343 = 5 where Kierkegaard defends himself against 
the charge of weakness in speaking so mildly of his relationship to 
ruynster in For Self~Examination after tl~ insult contained in the 
latter's articl~;~b-ci'l7il Marriage11 • Kierkegaard.-rites~ "Even if 
the insult was the greatest possible I would consider myself weak if 
I said anything about my relationship to Bishop Iv;ynster other than 
what is the truth - and in truth, I have said notbing other than that" o 
'l 05o .P_apo X 4 A 60ll- po 421 
1 06o fa£o X 6 B 2·12 
107o Po __:h:tiL~f=Vi~ ppso 15.3 = 158 
1 08o P~J2o X 5 A 1 66 
1 09 o See f:aJ:lo X 4 A 51·1 Po .3.32 g 0 The line about Goldschmidt o o o p.l:'ov:Ldes 
me with just the fact against l~Iynster nhich I must have if J. shall 
attack'' o 
11 Oo See~ for example~ I:aJ2o X 6 B 21 7 Po 344 
111o As we shall see, Kierkegaard 0 s immediate rebuttal of Rudelbach 0 s 
?.09 
article was based on the need to actively oppose a misguided complimento 
Kierkega.ard was also conscious of the fact that his brother Peter had 
offered "a favourable discussion of me, which once again I shall have 
to put up with" in that lecture which so offended him (Pa_lJo X 2 A 275o 
Cf o also ~_]2o X 2 A 589 Po 421) o See ~Q~t~q_~i)2t Po 546g" Above all~ 
may heaven preserve the book and me from every appreciative violence 
which might be done it" \) Cf o 11 Of the difference between a genius and 
an apostle" o Presen~ Po 104 11 o o o to say something good of an 
apostle when it is inapposite does him no service, for as a result he 
is acclaimed for what in this case is a matter of indifference and 
admited as something which essentially he is not, and then what he is 
is quite forgotten", Cf o Para XI 1 A 1 25 
112o :IC_a)2o X 5 A167 
11.3o Papo XI 1 A 1 
114o We shall deal elsewhere with the difficulty arising from the fact that 
Kierkegaard attacked the content of !Vlynster 9 s sermons and yet at the 
same time condemned him for not living in accordance with what he taughto 
115o Carl Jpirgensen describes Kierkegaa.rd 9 s silence in the months immediately 
preceding !VJynster 's death and says that "there is a stillness about him 
like the stillness of a dead man and this stillness would perhaps have 
continued if Mynster had not died in January~ 1854" o (J,tZS'rgensem 
S,6'ren Kierkegaa.rd Volo IV Po 90) o Vle suggest that Kierkegaard 0 s 
absenting himself from Mynster 9 s sermon was in itself a decisive act 
which effectively brolre the 11 stillness" and heralded a flurry of 
activityo Cfo Papa XI .3 B 15 Po .37 where Kierkega.ard says that he 
alone lmows just how near he came to attacldng Mynster before his deatho 
116o See Villads Christensem §iren Kierkegaard Kbho 196.3o ppso 70- 76~ 
124 = 6 
11 7 o Paro IX A 216 Po 11.3 ~ Cf o X 1 A 424 
11 8o Papa X 1 A 494 
119o Papa X 1 A 497 
120o Papa X 1 A 498 
1 21 o Pt:mo X 4 A 299 
122o Go Iilalantschukg 11 Spj'ren Kierkegaa.rd - Poet or Pastor?" in Armed Neutralit;y 
and An Open Lettero Indiana 1968o Po 19 
123o :Pa:Qo X 1 A 161 
1 24o r13:J2o X 4 A 21 8 
1 25 o See l1lalantschuk OJ~o cite Po 1 9 
127o P_~o X 4 A 373 
12t3o E~o X 4 A 604o Cfo X 3 A 50 
129o ~aJ!o X * A 606o See Armed Neutr~;tili =and An O__:e_en 4e_i_te:r;:o 
130o ~@o X 4 A 559 
131 0 Papa X 4 A 560 
132o Papa X 5 A 146 
133o _Ea__Eo XI 2 A 34o Cf o I:_@ a XI 2 A 12 
134o Pa__Qo X 6 B 232 
135o Papo XI 1 A 1 
Po 124 
136o Ho .Martensem Breve til Gude Volo I Nro 1 Oo Quoted by Vo Christenseng 
p_iren Ki.~ke,.Baard iviotiver til Kirkeka.rnpeno Kbho 1959o Po 31 
137 o Vo Christenseng §P'ren Kierkega.ardg Det centrale i hans Livssyno 
Kbho 1 963 o pps o 1 35 = 6 
138o In one of the Fa the:rla~ articles of 1 855 ~ Kierkega.ard has this to say 
about the publication of the first edition of !raining in Cbristiani]yg 
nrf there was power in him (l'liynster), he must do one of two things~ 
either declare himself decisive~ for the book, venture to go with it, 
let it count as the defence which would ward off the accusation against 
the whole official Christianity which the book implies poetical~~ 
affirming that it is an optical illusion, <nnot worth a sour herring 0 P 
££ attack it as decisively as possible~ brand it as a blasphemous and 
profane attempt, and declare that the official Christianity is the 
true Christianityo He did neither of the two, he did nothingg and 
it became clear to me that he was impotent11 o (Attack ppso 54 = 5) o 
This was how Kierkegaard came to see things some years after the event~ 
although as we have seen, at the time he was more relieved at Mynster 0 s 
not responding negatively to the book than he was angr,y at the Bishop 0 s 
indecisiono On WJYnter' s indifferent response to Kierkega.ard 0 s authorship~ 
see PaE o X 1 A 3 57 and X 2 A 5 89 
139o llio XI 1 A 9-1 
140o Papa XI 1 A 90 
141 o Attack UEOn Chris:tendom po 9 
142o PaEo X 6 B 213 Po 339 
1 43 o India·na 1 968o pps o 30 = 31 
144o PaPo X 4 A 20o (Armed Neutrality and An Open Lettero po 1 04) 
Pa:po X 5 B 125. (~ ..J:m_Qct_Ne~utr~al:lw .... and A.!l__Oj)cn, LQttC?l'o po 1 06). The 
·,;ignificance of i:h!deibach1s-error must~havebeen .. ~re:frCorced in Kierkegaard 0 s 
mind by the fact that only t"o years previously one of his books had 
been dedicated Nto the ve~ reverend Hro Superintendent Dro Rudelbach~ 
R. of D., in friendship~ from the author11 • The book in question was 
YJ>P..51X'_S,t_egr:~tt_~n-~~~Qld~t..~ll~~~SXXl'i~Al!<l~11 published in 1 849 o The page 
bearing the dedication became separated from the orig_i.naJ. copy of the 
book, but has recent~ come to light and has been accounted for by 
Fleming Cbr. l1Jie:lsen in his article entitledg 10 Den l!'orsvundne Kierlregaard 
= dedikation'l (~Umanak IIIg4~ 1968o pps. 50 = 51) o •.ie have seen that 
Y~erkegaard did not make his dedications in any light~hearted ~ay~ 
and we m~ assume that the inclusion of Rudelbach in a select group 
featuring Michael Pedersen Kierkega.ard and Bishop bynster is evidence 
of a very great respect on Kierkegaard' s part. 'l'hus the subsequent 
disappointment ITas even more pOignant. 
146o P11Qo X 5 B 128 Po .326. (Armed Neutrality and=An Open Letter. ppso 111 = 2) 
1 *7 o Ao Go Rudelbachg Om det borgerlige AE gteskabo Kbho 1 851 o po 70 
1 48o An Ope_n L~ Po 49 
149o ~o ppso 49 = 50 
1 50o ~o ppso 51 = 2 
1 51 o Papo X 5 B 1 28 Po 327 o (£Froed Neutrality and An Open Lettero Po 11 2) 
152o }in Open Let'"ter Po 52 
153o lli9:o Po .51 
154o PaPo X 4 A 20 
155o Introduction to Armed Neutrality and An Open Lettero ppso .31 = 2 
156o G. Malantschukg Commentary to An Open Lettero ibido po 141 = 2 
157. A reference to the Corsa·:ir affair 
158. A reference to the conflict arising from Mynster 1 s insistence that 
the children of Baptists shoUld be forcibly baptised into the State 
Church 
159o Papo IX A 99 
160o See Papo X 2 A 275 
1 61 o Papo X 2 A 134 
1 62o Papo IX A 99 
i63o Papa X 2 A 256; Papo X 2 A 275; Pap. X 2 A 286; Pap. X 6 B 131 
1 64. Papo X 1 A 61 
165o See Papo IX A 245 f o, 483 
166o In the light of Journal entries from the same period~ the following 
extract from a letter written by Kierkegaard in 1 84-8 or 1849 becomes 
deeply ironical~ "There are certain things which, naturally~ I could 
not bring myself to say to certain peoplep because even with the best 
w:ill in the world they fail to und.erstando But with respact » to one 
so dialectical~ developed as yoursel~ and» in addition~ one of' so 
much character P and moreover, when he is my brother; so uould it be 
both uncertain and unsympathetic to give up the hope o~ being understood11 o 
(~_ev_e og__Ak~ty:kker» edo No 'rhulstrupo Kbho i95.3a ppsa 218 = 9)o 
Howe veX', h.ierkegaard may not have intended :irony here a Cal'l "\Jel tzeX' 
argues that he genuinely expected to be batter understood by Peter 
vJho was his own flesh and blood (P~t_eK'"=QE=S)!)';:.® -~er_~~arq, Kbho 1936 9 
ppsa 219 f'fo)o If' this was so, and there is yet room for doubt~ then 
it would have the effect of augmenting Kierkega.ard 0 s disappointment 
uhen his 'brothel' showed lack of understandingo 
1 67a In fact it must have taken place early in Decembero Kierlregae,rd 
tells us that the month was December and, as the article in fact 
appeared on December 16th Petex- must be allowed some time for writing 
it upa He indicated in the course o~ the conversation that he had 
still to write the lectureo 
168o HaHo was given as the author of Two Minor ethico-religious treatises 
published 1 9th May~ 1 849 o When Peter 1 s speech actually appeared in 
print he suggested that HoHo bore a striking resemblance to Kierkegaardo 
(Dansk Kirketidende i849a Nro 21 9 ~ column 191) a As Kierkegaard himself 
observes 11 God knows what he actually said at the Convention11 a PaPa X 2 A 280o 
Cf' o 285) 
169a PaPa X 6 B i 32 Po 1 77; P@;Eo X 2 A 256 
1 70o VIe may note that, like Rudelbach~ so Peter is accused of identifying 
Magister Ko with the pseudo:rzymso (Papa X 6 B 130 ppsa 1 73 = 4 and 
Pa;eo X 6 B 131 ) 
171o Papa X 2 A 273a See To Ho Croxall~ Glimpses and Impressions of 
Kierkegaard, Po 1 21 
1 72o Papa X 2 A 286 
1 73 o Papa XI 1 A 47 
1 74-o PaPa X 3 A 38 
175o Co Weltzer~ Peter of Siren Kierkegaardo Kbho 1936o po 219g 11 The 
Journals from 1848 and after contain uncommonl;y sharp, nearly hateful 
expressions about the brother Peter11 a 
1 76o Papo X 2 A 306 ~ 415 
1 77 o Papo X 2 A 41 5 D PaPa X 3 A 38, 569 (in connection with Peter 1 s view 
that Training in Christianii;v went too far) 650a Here it is worth 
quoting the following extract from Hans Br~chner Recollections: 
"Dr. Peter Kierkega.a.rd once gave a course of lectures at the Universityo 
I cannot accurately remember when, but it must have been in the 150s 0 
(see Carl Weltzer~ Peter o S ren Kierke ard, Po 241 a The Lectures 
were in December~ 1850 when he happened to be staying in Copenhageno 
They were given in the Great Hall before a large and very mixed 
audience. S;&ren Kierkegaard was quite ironical about these lectures j) 
and with a certain element of malice he told me a fragment of conversation 
he heard one evening» outside the University, just as the lecture was 
going to start. IVlany menj) and still more women, came pouring up the 
steps of the Universityo The driver of one carriage waiting outside 
was accosted by a fellow passing by with the question 'YJhat are all these 
people going to do inside there?' 'Oh~ they are going to a dance 0 
answered the driver j) to the great delight of s;&ren Kier ke gaard" o (trans. 
by Croxallg Glimpses and Impressions of Kierkegaardo Nisbett 1959. pa25=6) 
1 79o ~B,_"Qo X 2 A 589 Po 421 
1 80o f_~o X 2 A 275o See above~ note "111 
See llo X.o 11artensem Den Christelige ~::thik Volo Io Kbho "1 871 ~ 
ppso 383 f'f'o and 289 i~~- "A.is"o~"-:eer ~1inningg. s_amtidighede}-:ls ;S_;t~~~i_PB 
Oslo 1 954o ppso 1 85 and 252 
182o )?_aJ2o X 1 A 573 
1 83o P!:ffio X 6 B 141 
1 84o See H. Diem: Kierlre_gaard 0 s~;i.alectic of Existen~ Po 1 03 
1 86o He Lo IViartensen: Dowatiske Op]ysninger ppso 1 2 = 13 
i87o Papo IV B 115 
188o Samlede Vaerker Vo ppso 21 ffo 
i89o Om Magister So Kierkegaa.rds l!,orfattervirksomhedo Iagttagelse£ 
af' en Land~aesto Kbho 1 8.51 (Reitzel) 
i90o Dansk Biografisk Leksicono Kbho i936o Volo VIII po 425 
1 91 o Om Magister S~rkegaard o o o Po4 
192o _QQ!'~o po5o See A. Kabellg Kierkegaa.rdstud.iet i Nordeno Kbho 1948. po 53 
193o See Papo X 6 B 144 = 16-\ 
1 94o PapoX 6 B 145 ppSo 1 97 = 200 
195o ~o PPSo 200 = 201 
1 96o Om Magister So Kierlrega8J:'J! o o o ppso 9 ff o 
198o See 11 My Activity as an Author" in The Point of View for my work as an 
Authoro Harper Torch Book 1 962. ppso 145 = 6 not~ 
1 99 o Pap o X 6 B 1 45 pps o 201 ~ 2 
200o ~· ppso 202 = 3 
201 o Om lYlB.gister S. Kierkegaard o •• pps. 24 ff o f§i.-Eo X 6 B 145 pps. 203 ff o 
and 228 f'fo 
202o PaPo X 6 B 135 
203o See Per ~nningg Ope cite ppso 93=4 
204o PaQo X 6 B 145 pps. 208 f'f o Cf'. 11 I.1y Activity as an Author" Po 144; 
Om liLagis ter So Kier ke gaard o o o pps o 21 f'f o 
205o Papo X 6 B 145 Po 216 
~06 a · 10 ~~iy !l.cti. v:i.ty as an AuthozJ1 Po 1 5'1 
208o ~a.Po X 6 B 145 Po 2'1 8 
209 o 'l'heophilus Nicolaus g 11}0':' Tr..<>?ll_e_i_ Par13,d_O~( og i_ 0~o,ft_ af <let Abs urde? 0 
et sj}Jl{r_gsma.e~ ~'orandJ..edi:.@-t ved -°F:t-Y"&"".t_o_g Baever1° 51- if: -Johannes de--, 
.S~\[e~J:!.tj.~o~1'_- p=e~sy}2£~ot. y~d= J1.t~G ~~~in~_~.L:rFe:s;.R}Cfciir~ l!'oitF"o1~~}!e) .. ~l:s.e!: ~ 
.i:hl: _f~~llf.lJt ~ORb.Y_f-:~e_J:s_e~]J'~r_fl_derj _ Cbrj.~J;j.~~ s>JtJ~~u}!p,m~l'l:aY!er.~~ _a_( .q,eme_ld t,e, 
Tr_o~_s_=!Jj.§.§.ers Broder 'l'b.e_p_.ph_¥E.s Nj.~cpJ_a.)-!3~1 o Kbho 1 850 
211a P~a X 6 B 68 Po 72 
212o ~o Po 76 
21 3 o PaPa X 2 A 601 
214o Geismar~ §i{ren Kierlre~d IVa Po 31 o Cf'o Papo VIII 1 A 202j) 572 
215o Carl Weltzer~ Peter o_gj)fl'ren Kierlre_g___aa£9:o Kbho 1936a Po 219 
216o Papa X 6 B ppso 69 = 396 
217o See Pa;eo X 1 A 239~ "If' my Journals were to be published af'ter my 
death, it could be done under the headingg The Book of the Judge" o 
218o See The Book on Adler which was written and twice re~written in 
1846 = 7 and yet remained unpublished (Papa VII 2 B) o Available 
in English translation as On Authori ~and Revelation: 'l'he Book on 
Adlero (Princeton 1955o Harper Torch Books 1966) 
11 Cl'rl'istianity cannot undergo change~ nor is it so situated that 
where everythine; and everybody changes it also is changed; nor is it 
put to embarrassment like human authority by the fact that all men 
change =but that it should be forced upon anybody is not Christiani~ 0 s 
will and never has been a On the other hand, it has been i tR wi.ll 
from the very beginning, and it is still its will that it be presented 
unchanged, in all its absoluteness~ so that every man can weigh in 
his own mind whether he vJi.ll have anything to do with it or not11 o 1 
'l'his quotation makes it clear that~ for Kierkegaard, the requirement 
that an individual make a perfectly free choice in the face of the 
Christian message is derived f'rom Christianity i tselt'o iurtbermore, 
there is no question of external changes having any effect on the essentials 
of the Christian faitho The consequences of this are t\vof'oldo On the 
one hand, an erroneous Christian faith is not going to be corrected by the 
effecting of external reforms; whilst on the other hand, changes in 
externals can not harm true Christianityo In other words, the structures 
and institutions of the Christian religion are irrelevant to the very 
essentials of the Christian faith itselfo The two basic norms for testing 
true Christianity are a) the demands of the Bible, and the New Testament 
in particular, and b) internal logical consistency. 2 
consistent with these norms then one is free to form structures as and how 
one wills. However, Kierke gaard found himself confronted with a situation 
where the external structures of the Christian institutions were in fact 
devoid of true Christian content. They were like the walls of a building 
which remain intact after a fire has completely gutted the inside. In 
theory, such walls have no justification for their existenceo Such 
justification could only be found in their service to the living rooms which 
they enclosed, but which have now been destroyed. But in Christendom, 
even though true Christianity had long disappeared, the walls of Christendom 
persevered by justifying their own existence to themselves and asserting 
their own self-preservation as an end itself. Indeed, an act in pursuance 
of such self=preservation could quite justifiably be called a Christian acto 
But that which should be of only secondary importance has now become primary 
and the original determinants of true Christianity have been replaced by 
the values of objective normso 3 
In so far as Christendom represents such a distortion of the proper 
relationship bet\veen Christianity and its institutions, it is in unison 
VJi th the evils of 11 the present age11 g 
11 A pas::;io:nate tumultuous a{!ft will p~~r:];hrp_V!=ever:y_th:h~Y~~~l; 
~~ffi~~; but a revolutionary age» that is at the same time 
reflective and passionless» transforms that expression of strength into 
a feat of dialectics~ it leaves everyi~hing s~~!¥lding _bu~ __ <l'\!X£li:r:uQ.X 
.e_mpti_es :i,._t of significanceo Instead of culmi12ati~.z:!.g in a rebellion 
ii _r:_~C!_~£_~s t~=inwar_dre~i_ty of all rel,a.tionsh~_s_to a reflective 
tension which leaves ~v~h:Lng standing but makes ~he whole of_ J,.ife 
ambiguous g so that ev_emhing continue~ ~ e~xis t _ f'act~],y vJhi),_~~ 
~dialectical deceit» priva.tissime» it supplies a secret inter~ 
gretaticm = that iLdo~s not exist" o 4 
Kierkegaard expands this argument by referring to the master=pupil 
relationship and the father=son relationshipo Thus he -gri tes g 
11 A disobedient youth is no longer in fear of his schoolmaster = 
the relation is rather one of indifference in which schoolmaster and 
pupil discuss how a good school should be runo To gp to school no 
longer means to be in fear of the master, or merely to learn» but 
rather implies being interested in the problem of educatiorr1 o 5 
Similarlyg 
11 A father no longer curses his son in anger, using all his 
parental authority» nor does a son defy his father, a conflict which 
might end in the inwardness of forgiveness; on the contrary, their 
relationship is irreproachable, far it is really in process of ceasing 
to exist, since they are no longer related to one another within the 
relationship; in fact it has become a problem in which the two 
partners observe each other as in a game instead of having any relation~ 
ship to each other, and they note down each other 1 s remarks instead of 
showing a firm devotion" o 6 
Of such situations, Kierkegaard writes: 
"the relationship continues; something is expressed with an 
abstract continuity which prevents a:n;y rea,l break, but although it 
must nevertheless be described as an expression of the relationship, 
the relationship is not only ambiguously expressed, it is almost 
meaningless" o 7 
Such is also true of the relationship between Christendom and the 
Christianity of the New Testamento The prevailing structures are still 
nominally Christian and to that extent the relationship between them and 
true Christiani~ still abideso However, the whole thing is basically 
an illusion which only gives rise to ambiguityo Because true Christianity 
1'i l 
1.: • .":5 0 ~-let: : Jo 1-i[b'f?dint:;~ nljJ:o_sO~)llicn,i o·ry~CLs}_~Lanp. ~c:;::t.e_:c· Aelp_:l~o =\"bho 1 872.o 
}_)f.5o ·J / - 29 
:dGrl::cc;c.urd (:eaJ:lo 1~ .3 l\. ·162) rouncl.ly accu:;;e::; Liartensen of never hc:,ving 
had. to c2.ke e:-c~c'cision for Ch.ristianityo ;1 ooo it nas not the.t he chose 
to bccorae a Gh-ristian ~ that nas taken for e;ranted ~ i.1e chose beti:een tl:a 
faculties an.d chose theology o ee be came a thcolo gical student o Perha::_)S 
he had to thinlc over '.lhether he should take the prectj_cal or the theoretical 
path, become a. Priest or a f'rofessoro L.e became a Frofessor - th:1t he 
is a C.:hristian follm,s naturally of itself o 11 '.ie may not know e~[e.ctly hon 
much, if anything, 1Cierlregaard lmev1 about I.tartensen 1 s 11 crisis;' o Ho\iever, 
even if he \Jas armre of the experience i;artensen a.escribcs in his auto= 
biogr-aphy, 1'>3.erkegaard could still o..ccuse him of never having nadc a 
decision for Chri::;tianity- Uilderstancling the term in ~(ierk.eg;aercl 1 s sense, 
ioeo total, passions.te, personal committmento :S'or all -:.;heir r.:omentous 
conscCJ.ucnca s, nciJcher i.:yns ter 1 s 11 brcaktbro ugh11 , C:rlmcl tv it; 1 G 11 mu.tchlc s s 
discovery:1 or L1artensen 1 s 11 crisis11 are experiences so sufficiently 
decisive as to meet Kierkega.a.rd's assessment of ':Jhat is involved in 
becor:1inc; a Christian. 
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50. See T. Ho CroJmll 1 s introduction to his translation of Johannes Climacus 
~~j)_§ Om_l:!ib,.~s _Dub=i: tandum Est. London 1 958o pps o 69 ffo CroJ~all 11ri tes 
rp. 72J 11 o o o it is easy to See hOVl deeply j•:iartensen WaS influenced by 
Baader. l':iartensen 1 s thesis on Autonomy, his theory of conscience, his 
desire to begin vli th God, and his hopes of integeating faith and knowledge~ 
orthodoxy and speculative philosophy (and so 1 come out beyond 1 lie gel) all 
show his deep influence ••• 11 
lliartenseng QQ• cjj::o VoL I po 14.3. See Co J. Scharlingg H.IJc l'.iartenseno 
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has been set aside~ Christendom is v1ithout justification and is» in the 
last analysis~ meaninglesso 
Novr~ Kierlregaard realised that this situation could not possibly be 
emelio:ra.ted by attention to the institutional 11 containing neJ.ls11 of' 
Christendom a \,hat was needed ,-Jas the reassertion of' nhat Christianity 
truly involves = Christianity has to ba introduced into Cl:rr-i::d,endomo As 
YQerkegaard intimated in the extract quoted at the beginning of this section» 
the Cl:u~istianity thus introduced into Christendom will not be essentially 
dif'ferent from the message of the missionary to heathendom = 11 Christianity 
cannot undergo change11 but the need will arise for new emphases and correctives 
to misbegotten ideaso It had been the task of the pseudonyms 11 to introduce 
Christianity11 ~ but 
"when it is the concept 'Christendom' which must be reformed» what 
has to be done is the dialectical opposite of to introduce Christianity, 
and yet in another sense rather similar~ to introduce Christianity = 
into Christendom" o 8 
It is the dialectical~ opposite procedure because, when Christianity is to 
be introduced into heathendom then Christianity itself oomes as the climax 
of a progression from the primary values of the non~Christian man, ioeo 
aesthetics» ethics and religiousness Ao But the attempt to introduce 
Christianity into Christendom must "begin with the claims of those who say 
they are Christians" o Kierkegaard argues thatg 
"the illusion that all are Christian has reached its peak = therefore 
examination in Christianity is required; through a presentation of 
Christianity a test must be made of what is really meant by saying that 
all are Christians" o 
In both procedures the presentation of Christianity is the primary purpose 
and goal. To this extent they are "rather similar11 o But the need to come 
to terms with the illusion of Christendom is that which makes them very 
different, indeed dialectically oppositeo 9 
The power of this illusion is such that no progress can be made towards 
the goal of introducing Christianity into Christendom~ until this threat 
has been met. But a direct attack upon Christendom would involve Kierkegaard 
in going further than he really wishe.c1!.. He had nothing against the 
institutions and practices of the State Churcho Indeed~ in comparison 
vJi th tendencies then jn vogue~ the State Church l7as to be highly prized and 
10 preserved at all costsa Herein lies Kierkegaard 0 s basic conservatism 
which may strike the reader of 'l'he_!ll~j;_e,Jlt as a little strange but \-:rhich is 
entirely consistent with his scale of values and prioritieso 11 The 
alternative to such a direct attack Kierlregaard found in the call for an 
admissiona Before there can be any question of moving on to a statement 
as to the nature of true Christianity 9 Christendom must look at itself with 
honesty and come clean with regard to its deviance from the New Testament 
idealo If Christendom had responded honestly to Kierkcgaardvs pseudonymous 
authorship by examining itself and its existence, then the illusion that 
"all are Christians" could not prevaiL But it was now clear to Kierlre gaard 
that a more direct inducement to honesty must be offeredo He feels strongly 
that a martyr is what the age needs~ and we shall be discussing his deliberations 
on the issue of whether he himself should be that martyro But first of all 
attention had to be dravvn to the ideals of Christian existence and the need 
for the nominal Christians of Christendom to make an honest admission as to 
their fl;lilings and wealmess in the face of such idealso This theme re~echoes 
time and again through the works and Journals after 1 846o So, in Vlorks of 
Love (1847) » Kierkegaard asserts that 11 offence guards the approach to 
Christianity11 o Then he goes on: 
"So it is also with this command to love one 1 s neighbour a Only 
acknowledge it; or if' it is disturbing to you to have it put this way~ 
I will admit that many times it has thrust me back and that I am yet 
very far from the illusion that I fulfil this command which to flesh 
and blood is offence, and to wisdom f'oolishne ss" • 1 2 
In the Christian Discourses of' 1848, Kierkegaard makes a passionate plea 
on behalf of " sincerity" o He writes: 
"But there is one sin which makes gr-ace impossible.~> that is~ 
insincerity; and there is one thing which God must unconditionally 
require, that is» sincerityo If on the contrary a man holds God at 
armvs length by insincerity, such a man can neither learn to under~ 
stand whether God would require him in the strictest sense to forsake 
all things, !!£!: learn to understand himself' in the humble admission 
that he had not indeed forsaken all thingsJJ but nevertheless confides 
in God 1 s gr-ace11 o 1 3 
'l'hen 9 i.n 1 850 ~ h..ierkegaard discusses his position and tactics as a religious 
vJriter in Christendom, largely in terms of his concern 10 that the requirements 
of the ideal may at least ba heard", rather than as an exercise in condemninB 
other so He relates his tactics to those previously employedg 
11
'l'he tactics in use for a long time past have been to employ eveey 
means to get as many as possible, and if possible all» to enter into 
Gru•istianity = but without being at all scrupulous to ascertain VJhet:b..or 
what one got them to go into was really Christianity o hiy tactics rt~erc :~ 
by God's aid, to employ every means to make it clear Vlhat the requirement 
of Christianity truly is = even though not one single person should be 
induced, to enter into it, and though I myself might have to give up 
being a Christian (in which case I should have felt obliged to make 
open admission of the fact) o On the other hand, my tactics were theseg 
instead of giving the impressionp in however small a degreep that there 
are such difficulties about Christianity that an ap()logy for it is 
needed if men are to be persuaded to enter itlto it, rather to represent 
it as a thing so infinitely lofty, as in truth it is, that the apology 
belongs in another place, .is required, that is to sa;y, of us for the fact 
that we venture to call ourselves Christians, or it transforms itself 
into a contrite confession that we have God to thank if we merely assume 
to regard ourselves as Christians ooo I have desired to be instrumental 
in bringing, if possible, by means of admissionsp a little more truth 
into the imperfect existences we lead o o o which is the first condition 
for learning to live more effectively ooo Thus in the first place I have 
striven in godly fear to be honesto And then, though a sting of the 
truth is contained in the propositions, everything nevertheless is made 
as lenient as possible, seeing that there is talk only of ~dmissions and 
concessions, and indeed only of such concessions and admissions as 
everyone is left free to make for himself before Go~0 o 14 
Although written in 1 850" this account was not in fact published until 1851 
and just before Training in Christianity appearedo The Preface to this 
latter work clearly re-flects the same tactical perspective~ 
11
oeo the requirement (for being a Christian) ought to be uttered, 
plainly set forth~ and heard, There must be no abatement of the 
requirement, not to speak of the suppression of it - instead of making 
admission and acknovlledgement on one • s ovm behal~', 15 
Kierkegaard returns to this theme in the course of the book, Thus: 
11 I have never affirmed that every Christian is a martyr~ or that 
no one was a true Christian who did not become a martyr, though it is 
my opinion that every such person (and as such I account myself) should, 
just for the sake of being a true Christian, make the humble admission 
that he had got off easier than they who were true Christians "in the 
strictest sense, and that he should make this admission in order that, 
if I may so speak, the Christian order of precedence may not be confusedp 
and place Noo 1 drop out entirely, so that place Noo 2 becomes the 
first place" ., 1 6 
The following year Kierkegaard published his last work before the polemical 
articles of 1 854o This was For Self-Examination - the very title thus 
relating the book to ou:r theme of self knonledge and honestyo Amonr,st 
the 11 pr.eliminary remarks11 ~ vve read the followingg 
tl I acknowledge - and thou too, v1il t thou not'? = my imperfection; 
and so thou wilt acknowledge thine = not to mel> no that is not required 9 
but to thyself' ana to Gada Alas~ we ·v1ho cal.l out> selves Christians are, 
Ghristianly understoodp so coddled, so far from being r1hat Christianity 
requires of' them that cell themselves Christiansp men who have died to 
the world; 'lie have hardly even a notion of that sort of seriousness, 
ne cannot yet dispense with or renounce the artistic presentation and 
its soothing effect, cannot endure the true impression of reality = 
well then, let us at least be honest and admit it11 o 17 
When we move on to the 11 Attack!' itself, then we find this theme adapted 
as the basis for a separate article in Father lapel entitled 11 \;hat do I nant?11 
So the answer comes backg 
"Quite simplyg I want honesty. I am not, as well=intentioned 
people represent 1 8 o o o a Christian severity as opposed to a 
Christian leniency. 
11 By no means o 
a human honesty11 o 
I am neither leniency nor severity. 
19 
I am o•o 
These sample quotations deomnstrate Kierkegaard 1s concern that the virtue 
of honesty might be reinstated in Christendom. There is no doubt that 
sincerity was seen by Kierkegaard as an end in itself. Thus his call for 
an honest admission need have no further objective than sincerity itselfo 
The very act of admission is a move in the direction of inwardness and is 
therefore~ by the same token, a move in the direction of Christianityo 
However, this would be a move of an indecisive sort, and the situation in 
Christendom demanded a precise enunciation of what is involved in calling 
oneself a Christiano Thus Kierkegaard 1 s demand for honesty is intimately 
bound up with his plea that the ideals of Christianity should be heardo ]'or 
too long the notion of imitatio- Christi has been suppressedo Whereas the 
reformation·came as a timely corrective to the medieval over~emphasis on 
salvation as a reward for good works, now the corrective itself stands in 
need of correctiono F'or in Protestantism, the atonement of Christ has been 
exploited as a reprieve from any necessity for strenuous discipleship on 
the part of Christians, and when such rigour is taken away then gr-ace becomes 
simply an indulgencea 20 "For every higher degree of grace", \'/rites 
Kierkegaard~ ~~lavl must also be made more rigourous in inwardness - othex-~vise 
the whole secular mentali t,y rushes forward and takes 1 grace 1 in vaino And 
this is precisely v1hat happened in the i:l.eformation10 o 21 
The resQ1ts of such an abuse are nothing short of disa~trousg 
11 Just like those countries in VJhi.ch a rich and prolific nature 
produces everything and men do not need to work~ so Christendom~ by 
means of "grace' \7hich has been °taken in vain'~ is more demoralised 
than even paganism v1as" o 22 
In response to this state of affairs, Kierkegaard tries to assert the need for 
Christendom to face up to the demands of Christ the model and not to take 
23 grace in vaim 
"If thou canst not endure contemporaneousness, canst not endure 
the sight in reality, if thou art unable to go out in the street and 
perceive that it is God in this horrible procession, and that this is 
thy case wert thou to fall down and worship him = then thou art not 
essentiallX a C~atiano Vij}at thou hast to do then is unconditionally 
to admit this to thyself, so that above all thou mayest preserve humility 
and fear and trembling with relation to what it means in truth to be a 
Christiano For that is the way thou must take to learn arid to get 
training in fleeing to @:'ace in such a wise that thou dost not take it 
in vain. Do not, for God 1 s sake , repair to anyone to be 'set at ease 111 o 24 
So the admission indicates an awareness that strenuous requirements are laid 
down for the Christian to follow. The ideal is made known (originally in 
the life of Christ and subsequently in the demand to imitate that model) 25 
and, once having confronted himself honestly with this model, then the admission 
must be made ~ the Christian individual. In this case the ideal comes first 
and the admission is consequent upon ito 26 Then, having made the admission, 
one can rely upon 11 Grace in the first place11 o That is, 11 man recognises how 
terrible a thing it is to approach God (which however is God 1 s requirement) 
but confesses his weakness in consequence of which he does not dare to do so, 
at any rate not yet -and so he puts 'grace' first, and grace permits him to 
spare himself the maximum of spiritual effort". 27 But in certain cases the 
admission becomes only the prelude to ever more intense spiritual effort which 
in its turn makes clear man 1 s persistent need of grace. This is what 
Kierkegaard calls 11 grace in the second. place" and is the mark of "those noble 
· ones10 who are witnesses and martyrso The problem in Christendom is that appeal 
is made to this 11 grace in the second. place", not on the basis of personal 
ena.eavour but.? rather, on the basis of Jesus 1 atoning worko Before there 
can be any question of one's appealing to such a dispensation of grace, one 
must have approached the requirements of ideality in common with the martyrs 
and witnesses to the 'l'rutho 28 But Christendom has made no such approacha 
Indeed.? nthe accepted 11ay of preaching in Christendom leaves out something 
ve~ essential to the preaching of Christianity~ imitation» dying from the 
29 world~ conversion etcou 'l'he result is that "we who are in Christendom 
are not Cbr istians" o 30 An attempt has been made to take the easy way out~ 
and by an unjustified appeal to secondary grace (which can only be justified 
by being based on a martyr's existence) Christianity has actually been 
abolishedo ]'or such an abuse of God 1 s gift of grace j) Christendom deserves 
2?.3 
to be itself destroyed if it is unable to cow~it itself to rigorous disciple= 
shipo But Kierkegaard argues that the structures of Christendom can be yet 
tolerated because God's infinite love is prepared to accept men on the basis 
of an appeal to primary graceo 31 Such tolerance is offered on the precondition 
that the appeal is made in all honesty, truth and sincerity~ "Man must quite 
humbly recognise that the fault is in him» that he is afraid to be spiritual 
in the strictest sense and thus is evading something'o 32 
In other words~ the current situation is that Christendom has set aside 
the Christian ideal as modelled by Christ himself and appeals to secondary 
grace as a dispensation from pursuing any such idealo However, such a 
dispensation of secondary grace is dependent upon a prior adventuring into 
the realms of ideal existenceo So Christendom is not under grace and so 
cannot be called Christiano Christianity has been abolished by Christendomo 
What are the possible solutions to this problem? A direct attack upon 
Christendom might be made in the light of Christian ideals, with a view to 
eliminating the error which Christendom representso This is the most drastic 
solution because it must result in a situation in rJhich only martyrs can 
justifiably be called Christianso 33 Kierkegaard proposes another solution 
which will restore Christendom within the embrace of God's grace whilst at 
the same time admitting the name of 11 Christian11 to those people whose v1ealmess 
leaves t!1.;;m short oi:' the category 11 nitness to the truth11 o 'l'he demand 
is made for an admission by Christendom that it is unable to meet the 
requirements disclosed in Christ ib,? Patterno If' this admission reflects 
a r,enuine hon~sty and hwnili t-y, then God rJill accept it e.nd be :free :i.n !:-d.s 
dispensation of' gr-ace. This way, 
11 the l:;stablishwe:nt can be d.efended11 , ioeo 
ll by pronouncing a judgement upon it poetically~ o o o thus 
drawing upon 1 grace 1 raised to the second power» in the sense that 
Christianity ~wuld not be forgiven merely for \7hat is past, but by 
gr-ace v10uld be a sort of dispensation f'rom i'ollowing Christ in the 
proper sense and fro~ the effort properly connected with being a 
Christian. In that way, truth would enter into the I!;stablisbr:Jent 
after allg it defends itself by condemning itself; it acknowledges 
the Christian requirement, makes for its oun part an arunission of its 
distance from the requirement and that it is not even an effort in the 
direction of coming closer to it, but has recourse to ~ace 1also vrlth 
respect to the use one makes of gr-ace 111 o .3ll-
Po Go Lindhardt has repeatedly affirmed the double function of the admission. 
'l'hus it is an act required of' all \·1ho come face to face with the Christian 
idealo But it is also a concession made by Christianity to all those who 
honestly confess their relationship to these ideal demandso Then the 
admission stands as something 11 which shall not only be tolerated, but be 
respected because it is one with the gospel of grace and forgiveness of 
.35 
In the light of this discussion, Bradley Dewey 1 s swnmaryc of' Kierke gaard 9 s 
tactics can be misleading. He writesg "Having demolished in principle the 
edifice of Christendom, he presents the plans on which true Christianity is 
to be constructed'' o 36 \Je have seen that Kierkegaard was far from r1anting 
to demolish the edifice of Christendomo Indeed, he rejected this possibili~ 
and favoured a plan which vmuld recognise Christendom to be merely an 
accommodation to human ~-;eakness but yet would tolerate it as such because 
the representatives and members of Christendom have admitted their distance 
from the ideal requiremento The possibili~ of launching a direct attack 
was never set asideo Kierke gaard simply observed an "armed neutrali ty11 
until it became clear that Christendom was not going to make use of the 
225 
uefencc I(ierkegaarcl ha.d. drarm upo \ie must avoid getting things upside 
DeVJey goes ong 11 (Kierlwgaurd v s) two-pronged approach first dishonours 
Ghristcndor.lo Next he represents the true demands of the l:i.fe of imitationti o 
KierkegaarcJ. first 1JresentcL1 the Christian 
ideal as imitation of Christ and then called upon Christendom to face it e.nd 
condemn or dishonour itself o Only \'lhen Christendom refused to accept the 
challenge did Kierkegaard set about exposing it in order to destroy the 
edifice and leave Nen 'l'estament Christianity high and dry as t}:l.e absolute 
demando 37 But before reaching this point Kierkegaard tries everything to 
make Christendom itself admit its error and thus make a move in the direction 
of inward.nesso 
This last sentence is very important if we are to understand Kie~kegaard 1 s 
position in the years leading up to the final "Attack!' o His main aim was 
not to be destructive$ but rather to underline the message of the earlier 
authorship a This message revolved around the theme of subjectivity and 
was more concerned vdth the appropriation of the Christian faith as given 
38 
rather than with the development of a particular do@llatic positiono The 
theme of imitation receives an emphasis not simply because it has been 
neglected by the Church but because it can be made to serve the purpose 
Kierkegaard was pursuing'~~ Leo unrest in the direction of inwardnesso This 
point is made in a concenu,ated sentence from Armed Neutrali~ - a product 
of the years 1 848 - 50~ 
11 By the ideal picture of a Christian$ I understand in part a kind 
of human interpreting of Christ as the prototype$ a human interpreting 
which, although he remains and is the object of faith, contains all the 
middle terms in relation to derivatives and casts everything into 
becoming - and in part the modifications related to the past confusions 
of a particular time" e 39 
IV'lalantschuk says that the phrase 11 casts everything into becoming eo o 11 shows 
that I<ierkegaard does not want to give a new objective presentation of a 
decisive side of Christianity but wants to characterise the way of "inward 
deepening' in which the subjective element again comes to play an essential 
roleo In Armed Neutralili Kierkegaard did not need to go into this more 
deeply~ since he considered an extensive account to have been given in his 
~rorkso l.:-O 
Hhilst the vacuous character of Christendom forced Kierkegaard to 
become more direct in his statement of' the Christian requirement~ and more 
emphatic as to the rigours involved in f'ollm1ing Christ, he never deviated 
from his crucial role as an apostle of subjectivityo It was in pursuance 
of this role that he confronted men with Christ as the prototype in order 
that 11 the most central truth of Christianity~ Christ as the object of faith 
(might) come to have its full and proper place11 o 4:! 
So, the use of the phrase 11 casts everything into becoming' clearly 
establishes the link between the early and late authorshipo It is true 
to say that whilst 11 the main point in the first half of the authorship was 
to explain how the individual man becomes a Christian, the main point of 
the final period is to show how a man lives as a Christian11 o 42 But even 
if the scene has shifted from heathendom to Christendom, the "becoming' 
element still has its placeo YJhen Kierlregaard deals with the question of 
"living as a Christian" or 11 being a Christian" his treatment cons is ten tly 
reflects the correlation between being and becoming, the existential 
~ctualisation of possibilitieso In contrast to Christendom's claim that 
"all are Christians", Kierkegaard asserts that to be a Christian is to be 
every moment in a state of becoming~ whereas Christendom rests content with 
quantitative objective validations of faitho 43 Kierkegaard asserted that 
faith is qualitatively determined in terms of passion and inwardnesso In 
the last analysis "Establishment" can only be an accommodation and this is 
at the root of Kierkegaard 8 s antagonism towards any identification of the 
Church with the Stateo 11 The 'Church"' ~ says Kierlcegaard 11 ought really to 
represent 'becoming', the 'State 0 on the other hand 'establishment'" o 44 
Now, for Kierkegaard, there is an unavoidable correlation between 
2?.6 
11 becoming' and 11 freedom11 o Jo Preston Cole summarises Kierkegaard 0 s position 
this wayg 
11 Becoming has to do not with essence but existenceo It has to 
do nith the transition from possibility to actuality~ and this 
transpires in freedom = Otherwise~ it is not a becommg at all10 o 45 
The 10 Interlude11 to Philosophical !£E-i'!Dc~l'l:t~ greatly elucidates 
Ki0rkegaa:cd 0 s thinking on the question of 11 becoming1 and 11 freedom11 o Ee 
argues that a second 11 coming into existence11 is possible v1ithin the first 
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natural 10 coming into existence11 o This is what Kierkegaard calls '0 historical 
coming into existence" and it occurs 11 by the operation of a relatively freely 
effecting cause, which in turn points ultimately to an absolutely freely 
effecting cause11 o 46 It is only in freedom, in the existential moment of 
decision, that the self becomes a selfo 47 11 The avoidance of choice is 
characteristic of the listless, drifting immature self o o o The vague 
unawareness of choice and weak-willed avoidance of choice must be eliminated 
if one is to 1 adventure a decisive action 011 c 48 
The theology of the stages defines the gt>adient of realities which the 
self m~ choose as its ultimate referent, and the degt>ees of being or selfhood 
which result from such a choiceo The choice of material reality as one 0s 
frame of reference produces aesthetic existenceo The choice of social 
reality results in ethical existenceo The choice of Spirit itself as the 
ultimate reality results in the authentic mode of self-hood which Kierkegaard 
11 1 . . . t 49 ca s re ~~ous eX2s enceo But when the most radical choice, the leap 
of faith, has been made, the Christian has not therefore "arrive~1 o He is 
not now "triumphant10 but is still called upon to be militant in his existence 
as a finite being under the auspices of infinite realityo In Sicknes::; Unto 
Death Kierkegaard shows that the offensive thing about Christianity is that 
Christ - the God=Man - is evidence of the ultimate reality a self can possess 
in God 1 s eyes~ 
"A self is qualitatively what its measure iso That Christ is 
the measure is on God 0 s part attested as the expression for the immense 
reality a self possesses; for it is true for the first time in Christ 
that God is Man 1 s goal and measure" o 50 
Christ, then, is the paradigm of selfhood for in him the finite and the 
infinite, the temporal and the eternal meeto In Christ the target has been 
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set for man and the object of' his potential Dbecoming0 has been estabJ.ishedo 
11 The more conception of Christ~ the more selfl1 o 51 Therefore» the more a 
man becomes like Christ, the more of a self he becomeso ~he more imitation~ 
the more selfhooa.o J..~et Kierkegaerd 1 s om rrords make the position clear~ 
11 The phrase 0 to drav1 truly to oneself 0 ll cannot mean merely to draw 
it away from being its ovm self~ to draw it in such a way that it loses 
its ovm existence by being dravm into that which draVJs it unto it~elfo 
No~ in the case of that which is truly a self ll to be drawn in such a way, 
is again to be deceived o o o No~ \·Jhen that which is to be dravm is in 
itself a self~ the real meaning of truly dra\v.ing oneself is, first to 
help it to become truly its own self~ so as then to draw it to one self~ 
or it means to help it to become its own self w:Lth and by the drawing 
of it to oneselfl1 o 52 
Kierkee,aard says that for Luther "Clli'ist is the gift ~ to which faith 
corresponds o Then he is the prototype = to which imitation corresponds" o53 
He says that Luther is right to order things this way~ but .1' significantly,~~ 
he adds a third function for imitation and sets this before Luther 0 so So 
we have the follovcing order g 
imitation in the direction of decisive action whereby the 
situation for becoming a Christian comes into existence.\' 
2) Christ as gift - faith.\' 
3) imitation as the fruit of faitho 11 
Christ the God=Man shows man the full potential of human selfhood and thus 
sets the standard for authentic Christian selfhoodo Christ the prototype 
sets the pattern for the way of existence~ the sphere and extent of the 
decisive action Which will create the situation for a man to become a 
Christiano God 1 s gift of grace means that the full extent and ri gaur of 
the model's demands do not need to be met before a man can justifiably 
call himself a Christiano But there can be no avoiding the passion of 
decision which finite human beings must endure in confronting the exalted 
standards set for them by God in Christ g there can be no exemption from 
11 the tension of life" 54 because "in order to become spirit (note that it is 
a factor in 'becoming') one must go through crises which make us~ from a 
human point of view» as unhappy as possible" a 55 'l'he choice must be made 
between the predilections of human finitude and the demands of the paradi@ll8. tic 
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life of Christ., im honest confession of weakness at this point Hill avail 
a man of God 0 s grace and a reprieve rmn by Christ the Rcdeemero56 But the 
choice must not be evaded for then "becoming' is lost in a shallow self~ 
sa,tisfaction and outside of a continuous state of 11 becoming a Gll.ristiad1 
no Christiani~ can exist at allo The Christian ideal is set so high that 
no man can honestly say 11 I am a Christian'' o The most a man can claim for 
himself is that he is '~becoming a Christian10 o He is always in a state of 
appropJ;'iatine C.b..riRt:iani.ty and can only advance towards Christianity by 
first confessing his wealmess, vis a vis Christ the pattern)> and avail himself 
of God 1 s gr-ace o An emphasis on the subjective appropriation of Christianity 
has been Kierkegaard' s peculiar contribution to a balanced understanding of 
the Christian faitho In the last years prior to the direct attack)> 
11 Kierkegaard considers it his special task to introduce appropriation into 
established Christendom" o 57 
So Kierkegaard 1 s call for an admission is in line with his consistent 
respect for individual freedom of decision in ethico~religious matterso 
But by wa:y of contrast with earlier emphases on 11 hidden inwardness" 58 and 
11 inner journeyings11 ,59 the poles of the later dialectic of honesty centre 
around external manifestations of Christian existenceo Jprgen Bukdahl is 
at pains to show that, although the form of communication employed in the 
last years is not of the 11 deluding people into the truth" variety, still 
indirect communica;tion is the order of the day o It is still left to the 
individual himself to struggle with the interpretative dilemmas thrown up 
by Christianity, and to this extent the v1hole authorship - including that 
of the last years - can be called indirect communicationo 
The subjective quality of Christian truth makes it impossible for 
definitive solutions to be thrust upon people after the fashion of scientific 
"results" o The admission also functions in the service of Christian truth 
as subjectivityo 1iJhilst it does throw a good deal of light on Kierkegaard 1 s 
understanding of Christianityl'60 it is basically aimed at awakening people in 
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Cbx'istendorn to their personal responsibilities before Godo Honever ~ there 
is now no question of "creeping up on people from behindQo Christendom 
has persistent~ ignored the implications of that approach as it evolved in 
the pseudonymous literature and edifying discoursesa There must novJ' be a 
transition from a qualitative to a quantitative dialectico ~ If 
Christendo~ is truth~ and the kind of preaching prevalent in Christendom 
is the way it should be, then unrecognisability must be one's aim along 
vdth the achievement of greater inwardnessa 62 But Christendom still grips 
people in the illusion that the preservation of its own structures and the 
furthering of its temporal interests is a sufficient object of Christian 
strivingo "\Jhen the full ideality of New Testament Chri'Stianity is set 
alongside what passes for Christianity in Christendom, they are juxtaposed 
in a relationship of dialectical oppositiono It is to this dialectical 
opposition that Christendom must respond in honesty and ht~ilityo If it 
does so respond, then this will represent a great "awakening' brought about 
"without the alarm which it is perhaps now difficult to avoid11 o 63 These 
last words were written in 1 854 when the chance of getting the required 
admission was slipping awayo But in the immediately preceeding years, 
Kierkegaard hoped for a response from Mynster which would shov1 that the 
establishment recognised its limitations and was prepared to throw itself 
upon the mercy of Godo 
Mynster is probably the most significant personage in the evolution of 
this dialectic of honestyo As a representative of Christendom he fulfils 
a dual roleo On the one hand he is a representative personification of 
Christendom's deviance from the New Testament picture of a true Christian 
. t 64 exJ.s enceo On the other hand~ he is the most appropriate person from 
whom to demand a representative admission of the establishment failingso 
But the specific demand that Mynster should be the one to make the admission 
is not simply based on his position as Primate of the Danish Churcho 
Kierkegaard was not one easily impressed by an office irrespective of the 
office-holder 9 s character. The significance of the fact that it was Mynster 
who held this office rather than anyone else~ cannot be underestimatedo 
Po Go 1indherdt has v1ritten tJ:l..at Kierkegaard 1 s relationship to i·.;ynster 
narrants 11 a r;hole chapter to itself11 ~65 whilst Carl JJi)'rgensen's biography 
of Y0.erkegaat'd provides just thato 66 l~or !.1ynster was not just Prime.tc 
but he was also the one "who carried a whole generation" o 67 He nas 
Kierkegaard 0 s spiritual mentor f'rom an early age, and upon the o.eath of 
Michael Pederson Kierkegaard he was the one to whom Kierkegaard transferred 
his intense filial respecto For many years Spren had listened to i':iynster 
preaching and had read his sermons as part of his regular devotionso As 
we have already seen, he hesitated to publish any of his books until he had 
reckoned \rlth the Bishop's likely reactiono Kierkegaard found himself 
admiring so many of r!Lyns ter 1 s qualities that he did not tire of saying that 
IF Ch.ristendom and the established Church co\lld be defended~ lvlynster was 
worthy of the greatest_possible respect and allegianceo68 So an admission 
from W~nster would be of value not only because it came from the lips of 
the Danish Primate~ but also because that Primate was such a person as 
~o -~· devote a good deaJ. of space to a study of t;ynster 1 s life 
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and career' in addition to surveying his specific relationship to Kierkegaardo 
In the years after 184.7, Kierkegaard was especially concerned to make his 
contemporaries aware of the radical opposition between New Testament 
Christianity and the type of so~called Christian existence prevalent in 
Christendomo Mynster personified this latter brand of Christianity and 
so it can be said that Kierkegaard was confronting his a@e with a choice 
between Mynster 1 s way of life and the Christian life as modelled by Christ 
in the New Testamento V/e have described this as a radical opposition because 
Kierkegaard was not concerned with matters of only superficial significanceo 
He set out as a corrective to the unbalanced view of Christianity now typical 
11 especially in Protestantism and more especially in Denmark!' o This was 
not an endeavour in the direction of effecting external reforms such as the 
loosing of parish bonds or the preparation of a new hymn booko Rather» his 
aim uas to create unrest in the direction of imlardnesso he was cut;ting 
at the fundamental distortion of New 'l'estament Christianity typified by a 
situation in which all are Christians and Church and State have become 
co~tcrminouso Precisely because tiynster displayed so maey admirable 
qualities as the leader of established Christianity P he became the ideal 
negative pole of a dialectic concerned with the basic question of what is 
involved in becoming a Christian after the fashion of the New Testamento 69 
On those issues, where it became usual for liberal reformers to criticise 
Mynster 0 s conservative intransigence$ Kierkega.ard was to be found firmly 
supporting the Bishopo On occasion$ this gave rise to certain apparent 
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anomalies in Kierkegaard 1 s reactions to eventso For example$ those familiar 
with his caustic remarks about the baptising of infants are likely to be 
mystified by his support for f!.ynster in the Bishop 0 s decision to enforce 
the baptism of the children of Baptist parents in the face of Peter Christian 
Kierkegaard 0 s opposi tiono However, despite the apparent inconsistency of 
l(ierkegaard 0s attitude at these points$ the fundamental motive behind them 
remains rigidly consistento The Grundtvigian advocacy of a liberal attitude 
to the Baptists Kierkegaard savr as just another move in the pursuit of 
external reforms in line with the general democratic movements then in vogueo 
F'or this reason he felt justified in supporting Mynster so that Christendom 
might not be diverted along false trails when the most urgent requirement 
was a radical reassessment of what being a Christian really meanso Similarly~ 
his trenchant opposition to infant baptism was ultimately based on his concern 
to reassert the factor of individual passionate decision in the Christian 
existence - a factor which Christendom had suppressed in its concern with 
"extension" and its neglect of Christianity as an intensive movemento 70 
If, after learning something about Mynster 1 s character and career, we are 
prompted to ask what Kierkegaard could possibly find offensive about him$ 
then we shall be in a position to understand the extremely radical objective 
he was pursuingo Along with so many of Kierke ga.ard 0 s contemporaries, we 
might feel inclined to write off his attack on r.-;ynster as a malicious act or 
the consequence of a deterioration of his healtho On the other hand» 
the respect we feel for Kierkegaard on account of his earlier authorship 
might move us to a patient examination of his motives in the last yearso 
J"!!ven then v;e mas- feel that he vJent too far and nas guilty of tactical errars~ 
but we s:b.all be better placed to see that he was consistent to his initial 
calling as an apostle of imrardness and honest-yo 
So rv;ynster was the ideal one to make the representative adroissiono 
As Bukdahl has rightly pointed out~ Kierkegaard did not look upon this 
representative admission as a substitute for the individual admissiono 71 
Rather~ because r.lynster was the wortey object of so much respect, his 
admission would. effectively stimulate individuals to look into their own 
lives \vith greater honesty and to take the New Testament requirement more 
serious]..yo Bukdahl writesg 
"Mynster dazzles the ordinary Christian with his authorityo 
Therefore he must be used so that, from being the gr:-eatest hindrance 
he becomes the greatest driving force towards the awakening1 o 
This is a correct assessment of the situation although it should. be noted 
that not only Mynster 0 s naked authority as Primate, but also his personal 
reputation made him the ideal instrument for the outworking of Kierkegaard 1 s 
planso Thus, up until the time of Mynster 1 s death Kierkegaard looked upon 
the representative admission as the substitute for an outright attacko 
Such an admission would be tantamount to the established Church condemning 
itself and Kierkegaard would far rather have had things that way round 
than have to make the act of condemnation himselfo But when it became 
clear that the admission was not going to be made and Mynster 1 s death put 
this beyond any doubt, then Y~erke gaard was forced into a direct challenge 
to the Church at largeo Yet, notwithstanding the change in scenario 
consequent upon Mynster 1 s death, the latter 1 s character was always the 
decisive counter in Kier ke gaard 1 s s tr ate f!3 o If the Bishop had issued the 
admission before his death then he would have been saying to his people: 
I am your Primate and the one to whom you have seen fit to offer your 
admiration and loyalty, yet I hereby admit that I fall far short of what is 
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required of a Christian by the Nerr Testament and flee to God v s grace for 
acceptance in spite of my weaknesso Here it is lviynster 1 s character nhich 
is being pitted against the Neu 'l'estament ideal~ and the requirement is 
for all men in Christendom to judge the disparity for themselves and relate 
their findings to their ovm existenceo The same requirement applied after 
il'iynster us death except that non it rrill not be a representative admission 
that nill force people to face the issues but Kierkegaard n s own direct 
statement of how things stoodo In his sermon I,Jartensen played rie,.ht into 
Kier ke gaard 1 s hands o By his identifying l'.iynster with the witness to the 
truth, that is, with those whose lives accord well with the rigorous demands 
of the New Testament~ Martensen linked together the poles of Kierke gaard v s 
dialectic of hones~o Hitherto$ Kierkegaard had wanted Mynster to look 
with honesty at the question of whether with Christ as the model~ he could 
still call himself a Christiano Now he challenges Martensen~ can you 
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honestly in the same breath speak of I·r.ynster 1 s existence and the existence of 
the true Christian witnesses? He challenges the priests and lay people~ 
can you honestly hear Martensen speak this way and yet not make a protest? 
You knew Mynster, and you know what sort of Christian existence has been 
modelled by Christ$ now$ '1 judge for yourselves'' o 72 
Lest it be felt that Mynster's significance in the last years is in 
danger of being exaggerated, we shall here attempt to show the extent to 
which he figured in Kierkegaard 1 s writings in the later works and Journalso 
Already we have traced the history of Kierkegaard 1 s personal contacts 
with iViynster after Postscript and the evolution of his plans to publish a 
polemical response to the Bishop's remaFks about Goldscrunidto Here we shall 
be principally concerned with the implicit references to Mynster in the 
works intended for publication (including Judge for Yourselves), and the 
explicit references to him in the Journals (excluding the drafts dealt vdth 
above) o 
\·ie ::;hall begin with the Journal references s:im:;:>ly because these are 
more explicit than those contained in the published norkso Uhen Eynster 
should wake the admission~ Kierkegaard felt strongly that it must be 
seen as the outcOiue of Lh~i,~$ the Bishop 1 s, personal strugr;le tO'o~ards a 
decision about the Christian requirement as laid down :ln the Neu Testamento 
If r.:ynster 's name uas explici·tzy- used in the norks then it nould be possible 
for people to argue that tlynster had been forced into the admission by the 
pressure of Kierkegaard's nritingso ~'his v1ould take tr.e emphasis a>Jay from 
the NeVT Testament itself and raise important questions about Y~erkegaa.rd 1 s 
authority to thus challenge the Danish Primate. Kierkegaord nas profoundly 
conscious of being 11 without authorit-y" and the pseudonym i\.nti-Cl:imacus was 
introduced to satisfy Kierkegaard 's scrU:i:Jles about the authority required 
of one I"Jh6 preaches ideal Christianity. But even Anti-Climacus did no more 
than imply that l.\ynster was the object of Kierkegaard 1 s pressureo 73 So long 
as I!lynster recognised himself to be the target tov1ards which Kierkegaard 1 s 
arrows were directed then it mattered not at all whether others identified 
correctlyo Kierkegaard makes this clear in a retrospective entry from 
1 854., where he writes that if liiyns ter had yielded 11 it could have been concealed 
~om eve~one, and become for them his triump~•. 74 But in the privacy of 
his diary, Kierkegaard often expressed his feelings regarding t:iynster and 
the nature of the failings he wanted the Bishop to recognise and confesso 
\"le shall see that these failings were basically the same as those attributed 
to the more impersonal 11 Christendom" thus lending weight to those places 
\Jhere Kierkegaard speaks explicitly ofl.lynster as Christendom's representative. 
The main objections levelled against l1!ynster concern the kind of preaching 
prevalent in contemporary Protestantism$ the absence of any emphasis on the 
need to observe and ~nitate Christ the Pattern and the failure to realise 
in existence what is preached from the pulpit and taught from the professorial 
chairo It will be shown that these are also amongst the fundamental tenets 
of Kierkegaard's critique of Christendom. But in the Journals we also see 
evidence of that filial piety vrhich prevented Kicrkegan.rd from taking any 
sort of dispassio:nate attitude tov1ards Lynstcr, coupled uith Kicrl::ee:;aard 0 s 
repe2..ted protests tbat he rJants uJti.mately to be a defence for I.:ynster rather 
than his assa:Uanto \lc shall deal with this aspect first of allo 
Bevex-al times in his Journal Kierkec2.arcl expresses his o.dmiro.t:i.on for 
;.~yns ter and his anxiety to uphold the Bishop 1 s x-eputa tiono Ee even goes 
so far as to say that he loves r.;ynster and tlk-':l.t the enhancing of the latter 0 s 
75 prestige is his 11 single vtish11 o Yet such sentiments are always expressed 
in conjunction vrith protestations of piety torrards his dead fa.thero ~'hus 
he rJritesg 11 I adhere firmly to this man (ioeo ~flynster) o Piety towards 
my Father is the decisive factor11 o 76 Or again, 0 out of filial piety 
towards a deceased man I feel myself obliged to do everything to his (ioeo 
~.lynster 1 s) satisfaction" o 77 Mynster 1 s symbolic value is shown in Kierkegaard 1 s 
expression of joy at being able to visit him on the anniversary of i.lichael 
Kierkegaard 1 s deatho 78 Such an attitude made it impossible for Kierkegaard 
to become emotionally detached in his evaluation of I'liynster, and vre mention 
it before all else because it underlies Kierkegaard 1 s references to uwnster 
at every pointo 
Thus when Kierkegaard indicates his anxiety to be a defence for l\:iynster ~ 
v1e must sense the influence of this underlying andalmost superstitious pietyo 
Kierkegaard himself acknowledges. that this piety has prevented him from 
becoming guilty of exaggeration, 79 and has enabled him to adopt a correct 
position vis a vis the establishmento 80 Even in his most bitter assaults 
upon Christendom Kierikegaard says that he would never wish to launch an open 
attack 11 because I have so much piety for Mynster" o a, But of course it was 
not only personal concerns which ~ompted Kierkegaard to be a defence for 
Mynster 9 He was also Hell aware of Mynster' s talents, both as a preacher 
and administratoro He had been ')brought up on Mynster 1 s preaching', 82 and 
we may assume that the art of declammation featured amongst those "strong 
points" which Kierkegaard confessed to admiringo 83 Ee shall see later how 
so many of the Journal entries relate to r:.ynster 's preaching and there is a 
great deal of full, if ironic praise for his style and deliveryo But there 
is nothing ironic about Kierkegaard 1 s statement tbat i:ynster is the only 
figllre in high places he is prepared to acknowledgeo 84 Indeed, Lynster 
11 is great in v1isdom and prudence, as he is also greatly gifted in many 
other things1l o 85 Kicl'kegaard is prepared to defend Lynster because the 
Bishop is v1orth defending9 not merely because he holds a special personal 
significanceo Kicrkee:aard was never reluctant to ni thold praise 11here 
praise was due, and neither would he shrink from cashing his esteem in 
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terms of active supporto Thus he sided with iviynster against the reformers$ 
publicly aclmowledged the contributions made to the debate about his 
authorship by Mynster 1 s pseudonym "Kts11 and of course diligently attended to 
r:;ynster 1 s preachingo In fact, l\i)ynster did not exactly grasp Kierkegaa.rd 1 s 
position and was far from understanding him as a defender of the established 
order, 86 but· Kier ke gaard nas here being entirely cons is tent with his view·s 
on the relation betv1een the subjective appropriation of the Christian faith 
and its external trappingso Thus he writes in connection with lVlynster and 
the current reforming unrest: 11 I represented agitation, but mark well that 
it was the agitation of inwardness so that there became no upheaval with 
the establishment" o 87 Then in a later entry he develops the point still 
further and underlines the fact that his defence of the establishment centres 
on the admissiono He concludes that he is almost never understood because 
people cannot conceive of a layman wanting to defend the establishment - if 
an official does so then his action can be explained in terms of his concern 
for a career and livelihood, but for a private individual it is inexplicableo 88 
Neither did Mynster understand, but nonetheless Kierkegaard 1 s urge to defend 
the Bishop and the establishment he represented was very real and entirely 
in charactero As he himself declares: "ooo everyone can see that it is 
not personal emnity against Mynster which determines my actions" o 89 
It is against this background of pie~ and respect that we turn to 
those entries in which Kierkegaard is rather more polemical in his attitude 
to Mynstero Of these entries, an extremely large proportion are specifically 
concerned with Mynster as preacher and we deal with these first of allo 
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These entries may be divided into two categoriesg 
a) those pertaining to the content and delivery of bynster 0 s sermons~ and 
b) those attacking i.iynster for his failure to reduplicate his preaching 
in existenceo 
Doctrines of _th~_Chris~iall]a;hth and from this work he would have gasped 
But by far the greatest exposure 
to ~i!ynster 0 s thought would have come via the pulpito Mynster 0 s reputation 
was very largely built upon his ability as a preachero The plethora of 
rationalist priests who dominated Danish Church life at the turn of the 
century had a dire effect upon preaching standardso Initially at Spjellerup~ 
and subsequentlY in the Cpaital~ Mynster earned widespread acclaim both for 
the content and the manner of delivering his sermonso A demand was created 
for volumes of his printed sermons, and he never failed to attract large 
crowds to hear himo 91 Along with so many other notablesD the young 
Kierkegaard attended re@J.larly with the rest of his familYv and this practice 
continued long after the death of his fathero Thus it comes as no surprise 
to find comments pertaining to Mynster 1 s sermons occurring frequently in 
the JournaL In addition it must be noted that Kierkegaard saw the preacher 
as holding an office of great responsibilityo During the 11 Attack!' he seldom 
loses a chance to emphasise that Wmrtensen's eulogy was spoken 11 from the 
pulpit'1 ~nd was thus even more to be deploredo In the early works and 
Journals Kierkegaard regularly deomnstrates a reverence for the sermon and 
he never wavers on this pointo Consequently he exercised more than a 
passing interest in the sermons he heard and this is reflected in the quantity 
and seriousness of his comments on this themeo 
Now~ Kierkegaard's basic objections to the content of W~nster's sermons 
is that they 0~ tone down" the ideal Christian requiremento Thus in 1848 
fl1ynster is accused in the Journal of minimising what it means to suffer as 
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a Christian, and the following year he passionately pleads for an 
explanation as to how Mynster gained permission 11 to change Christianity to 
such a feminine mildness11 o 93 V{hilst Kierkegaard himself feels that it is 
essential to preach Christianity in all its stringency~ !;iynster 11 \"lill have it 
absolutely suppresse~•o 94 Often l(ierkegaard picks on particular phrases 
ai1ii argu:nents from sermons of Ljynster he has heard or reado 'fhan he proceeds 
to show hov1 the Bishop deliberately interprets his text in order to satisfy 
the bourgeois hedonism of his hearerso 95 As he comments in a general 
entry headed 11 the Iviynsterish Preaching' from 1851 g "Everything is couched 
in aesthetic categoriesg Art~ quiet hours11 o96 l!'or Kierkegaaro.~ suffering 
is part of Christianity 1 s absolute demand and is also an essential part of 
"training for eternity" o 97 There can be no question of one generation 
profiting in terms of enjoyment from the sufferings of an earlier generationo 
But 11 l'liynster o o o essentially destroys Eternity and sets Christianity safe 
and sound in an historical context as being commensurate with the historical'~ o 98 
Coupled with these more general accusations goes the particular charge 
that r.lynster has not only toned down, but has actually abolished the category 
of 11 imi ta tion11 from Christianity o 99 When we recognise the centrality of 
this category in Kierkegaard 0 s authorship - particularly in the later years, 
then the severity of this charge is clear. Mynster is not so much guilty 
of failing to observe that the imitating or follcrwing of Christ is a vital 
New Testament concepto Rather his error is the far more severe one of 
deliberately leaving this concept out of his preaching in the interests of 
his own comfort and that of his hearers. Thus Kierkegaard describes the 
situation in an entry entitledg 
The Mynsterish 
11 lviynster would certainly not be reluctant to Sa(! that: 'before 
God I readily admit that the Christian preaching which I represent is 
by no means in accordance with what the New Testament demands, but in 
this corrupt world one is unable to attain anything more. Anyway it 
is at least something and one must to a certain extent when in Rome, 
do as the Romans do'o 
11 Very well - but for what reason has Christianity come into the 
world? Is it not come precisely to improve the world? But when that 
which shall improve the world is treated in the same way as everything 
else in the world, what then? Here is nonsense indeed. Treated in 
such a wqy, then Christianity is not Christianity ooo 
11 r~ei tber has a tradesman permission to say g I am entitled to a 
little dishonesty because otherwise it is impossible to be a tradesman 
:in this vJorld = but at least the tradesman doas not think that be 
represents that which shall make the world better. But it is absolute 
nonsense wh0n that which shall improve the VJOrld is treated in the same 
sha.bby v~ay as everything else. 
tl!•Owever, perhaps l"ynster saysg 'Yes, but nere I to behave 
otherwise, so nill l come to suffer 1 • Absolutely right = to be a 
Christian is indeed also to suffer in this -r1orld. \foe, woe betide 
the man \,ho first saidg Christ has died for me = therefore l shall 
enjoy life11 • 1 00 
?.l::J 
In addition to criticising the content of N1ynster 1 s sermons, Kierkegaard 
also attacks his manner of delivery. Not that he is lacking in eloquence 
or rhetorical style. To the contrary, rliynster is 11 great as a declamator11 
but the trouble is that he is "only great as a declamator11 (my emphasis). 
His oratorical talents are second to none, but really this is all an 
'11. 101 ~ us~on. Underneath the impressive surface there is nothing said.102 
His emotional performances in the pulpit are certainly very moving, but this 
is of' no use when the need is for one to gesticulate as did Chrysostum 11 with 
his whole existence11 • 1 03 As Kier ke gaard put it in 1 849 g 11 His sermons are 
quite good ~ but in eternity he will not have to preach =but be judged". 1 04 
b) However, Kierkegaard 1 s most regular complaint is that Mynster 
fails to reduplicate his preaching in his existence - he does not practice 
what he preaches. On Sunday Mynster brilliantly declaims upon the subject 
of Christianity whilst on Monday his lif'e by no means reflects the ideaJ.ity 
of the Christian demand. Now here we note an obvious ambiguity in 
Kierkegaard 0 s thinkingo The point has been well made by Js6rgen Bukdahl, 
writing withe special reference to the pamphlets of the last years: 
"Kierkegaard indic:ts JMynster's (and therewith the age's) preaching 
on two counts. i) 9 the teaching' itself far omitting something of the 
most decisively Christian, that which will prevent us from enjoying life 
and ii) the fact o:fl not being in character with the doctrine - not on 
any occasion the toned-down doctrine - one delivers. Here lies the 
root of something unclear in the Church battle. On the one hand it is 
emphasised that the teaching is wholly right in order that the misrelation-
ship between life and teaching appears with extra emphasis. On the 
other hand it is pointed out that the teaching is lacking in something 
of the most decisively Christian, in order that the corruption at this 
point can be attacked with full strength" • 1 05 
',Ve have already seen how Kierkegaard attacked l',iynster for his soft=centred 
teaching. l!'rom this we may deduce that the content of his sermons is 
erroneous. ilonever, as Dukdahl found in the 11 Attack'' , so also in the 
Journal, t\.ierkegaard suggests that iViynster 1 s preaching is fine as regards 
1 06 b t . '1 -- • b . t 1 k . . t t. l message u 1.s I.Lc!.lllag:t.ng ecause 1. ac s an accompany1.ng ex1.s en 1.a. 
commitment on the part of the preacher. he d.re.vJs an analo&Y nith the theatre. 
People are prepared to accept that those who act the parts of Homeo and 
Juliet as ideal lovers may not realise such ideality in their everyday 
lives. Similarly, the preacher proclaims the rigours of ideality from the 
pulpit yet no-one expects this to be carried over into his private lifeo 
But as Kierkegaard says so often, the act of preaching is not a theatrical 
presentation =for "Christiani~ is indeed precisely these (ideal) demands 
carried out in practical life" • 1 07 1'here ere many entries which elaborate 
upon the ways in which Mynster's life fails to live up to the ideals of his 
preaching and we must content ourselves here with a small selection. 
" In his address he says that there exist only a few Christians ~ 
his life suggests that we are all Christians, and therefore the life 
of the cleric can be as secure and peaceful an existence as his is". 108 
"Reduplication is essential to Christiani~, it is not only in 
doctrine that it is different from other doctrines, but essential~ 
different in that it is the doctrine which reduplicates - thus the 
doctrine is important. Christian~ the question constantly arises 
not only as to whether what one says is Christianly true, but also, 
what sort of person is he who speaks thus. 
"So when a man in silk with honours and decorations says that the 
truth must endure the rigours of discipleship etc. then these proportions 
and this composition only generates an aesthetic relationship. His 
presentation is very moving -whilst his demeanor comforts with the 
thought that the situation is not like that now = that was in the old 
days. Thus this silken man says well (for he is orthodox, that nobody 
shall dare deny): 'remember you know not when the moment shall come 
for you to suffer for the truth' 109 and so he cries (for in imag= 
ination he is a martyr). But the hearers think as follows: praise 
be that the man's demeanor and the whole of his life offers the contrary 
comforting thought that it is no longer the case that the truth involves 
discipleship". 11 0 
11 Myns ter - Myself" 
"I read in the New Testament that preaching Christiani~ is the way 
to become ridiculed, put to death. !Viy life expresses, at least, that 
to preach Christiani ~ is the way to become a nothing. lv1ynster expresses 
that it is the way to the most glittering career, the way to lead the 
most richly indulgent way of life. Truly I would be a strange man if 
I could not understand why everyone avoids me and follows Ivornster. 
11 1 reaa. in the New 'l'estament that to preach Christianity forces a 
man into a position in which~ if tber.e is no eternal l;i,fe, he is the most 
m·etched of all meno i1~y life is such that everyone can understand that 
if. there is no eternal life t:b..en certainly I VJa.s fooled - I for nhom the 
world has opened itself up in a rare wa:y but I have refused ito Lynster 
expresses that~ nhether there is an eternal life or not~ he is no fool 
because he has enjoyed the adv8Xltag;es of this life11 o 111 
\'lith these fevl entries many more could be quoteCl. in which Kierkega.ard assumes 
the validity of i.iynster 1 s Christian preaching and is yet highly critical of 
his confortable and prestigious wa:y of lifeo112 I,iynster 0 s sermons are like 
letters whose contents are admirable but which are wrongly addressed. = ;;ynster 1 s 
sermons should be addressed to himselfo113 
Now how shall we account for the ambiguity noted by Bukdahl? He himself 
says that 11 this lack of clarity - which is only a difference in emphasis~ in 
ffiynster 0 s case an emphasising of both parts at the same time = is a simple 
consequence of the fact that Christianity is determined as an existential 
communication" o 114 In other words, it is the price which has to be paid 
for trying to preserve the tension between Christianity as doctrine and 
Christianity as existential commitmento This is certainly true~ but perhaps 
Buk~hl could make more of the fact that it is J.IJlynster who is seen to be 
guilty on both counts at one and the same timeo It is illogical to accuse 
r~ynster of failing to realise in his life the high Christian ideals set forth 
in his preaching when it is at the same time argued that he has abolished 
New Testament Christianity from his preaching and has consciously toned down 
the severity of the Christian demando Here two separate corruptions 
prevalent in Christendom are laid on the shoulders of one mano I feel that 
this can be explained in terms of l'liynster' s role as a representative of 
Christendom, and the fact that this leads Kierkegaard into such ambiguities 
lends weight to the view that this strategic device was very important to 
him. As the representative of Christendom Mynster personifies all the ills 
of Christendom - even to the extent of being accredited with mutually exclusive 
kinds of deviationo This serves to set him even more starkly over aga.fnst 
Ne1i1 Testament Christianity as a pole in the dialectic of honesty challenging 
Christendomo Also, he becomes even more strongly qualified to be the 
enunciator of' a representative admission. 
'l'his leads us on to a consideration of those J-ournal entries which 
specifically deal with the dichotomies 11 severe Christianity/lliynsterish 
Christianity'1 anO. 11 easy=going Christianity/Ne~J Testament C:b.ristianity''. 
'l'ogether with those \"Jhich deal vii th I~iynster as a representative of' 
Christendomp these entries make up by far tl1c majority of those conce:ening 
I:iynster found in the Journal 1 848 = 5.3. 
Basice.lly~ Kierkegaard's charge that l;;ynster 0 s Christianity is of a 
v1atered dovm, non=New Testament variety naturally parallels his attack on 
the Bishop 0 s preaching. As the representative of Christendom Mynster is 
to be identified with all that is wrong about Christendom P and this is 
made clear in the following entryg 
'~Upon what fearful Christian untruth is the so=called Christian 
state founded. It is really only a very ·small fraction of contem= 
poraries who constitute the state. Beneath them is a chaos ~ and 
nobody dares to venture so far out that they seek to make these 
thousands aware. 
"Take Denamrkg Bishop Mynster is at the head of the clergy. 
His life is directed towards a worldly wisdom. Preaching is an 
official job of work for him~ coming round once a week or now every 
6th day. For the rest, everyone thinks it is valid that he should 
keep his personal life as remote, as remote as possible, quite set 
apart. God in Heaven, that is a Christian clergyg He knew very 
well the errors of these thousands and thousands = but that he should 
involve lrimself with them~ good gracious~ that was much too stupid. 
God in Heaven, and that is a Christian clergy~ 
11 And he is the modeU Eveeyone styles themselves on him. God 
in Heaven, and that is Christendomg 
11 The Christian state is God forsaken and desperate to such an 
extent that one does not even have a little sympathetic respect for 
him who dares to do what one would not dare to do oneself. 
"No~ with the most unchr:istia.n objectivity, one considers such a 
person to be mad~ God in Heaven.~ and thus are we all Christians~ 
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'l'herefore the martyr in our time has one suffering more ••• to 
be completely deprived of all consideration, in the midst of suffering 
to be accompanied by the taunt that he is surely mad to leave himself 
exposed to such things1~. 115 
Here it is said explicitly that Mynster is the model upon v1 hich 
Christendom is styled. A little later on we find an entry headedg "That 
the 'Christian = state 1 is based upon an untruth, not to s~ a lie, illustrated 
by Bishop l1ynster 1 s existence". 11 6 Then the following year we come across 
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an entr,y in which Kierkegaard tvllice uses the name of !viynster and then 
This YJould seem to underline il'lynster 1 s 
t t ' . 'f' 117 represen a 1ve s1gn1 1cance. i·1iynster 1 s gr-eat error~ says Kierlregaard, 
is that he bas umade himself into a paradigmu o 11 8 'l.'he importance of this 
fact for Ki.erkegaard 1 s purposes is made clear in that important entry 
follovvi.ng the decisive conversation with iitynster about 'l~rain;h.n_g in Christi.anit;y 
in October 1 850. Ki.erkegaard there expresses his satisfaction with the 
fact that "Mynster now stood as the representative of the establishment" o.119 
Hurthermore, "Bishop lllynster is the mark of true Christian refinement" 120 
he is nothing other than an example of self=indulgent li£e dressed in his 
velvet, gilt=edged finery. 121 Thus klynster is explicitly designated as 
the representative of Christendom. He personifies established Christiani~ 
as opposed to the Christiani~ modelled by Jesus himself ih the New 
Testament. As its personification, Il;ynster is in a position to speak for 
Christendom. Similarly ~ople must come to terms with the qualitative 
difference between Mynsterish Christianity and the Christianity of the New 
Testament when by their choice they will show their true colours. 1 22 
The identification of l'iiynster with the ills of Christendom is also 
indicated by Kierkegaard in a more indirect way. 'l'hus all the evils 
associated with Christendom are in their turn imputed to ~iyns ter as well .. 
Just as the established Church is an accommodation to human weakness so 
Mynster 1 s brand of Christian teaching and living makes inumerable concessions 
to wilful human fr.ail ~ in the light of Chris tiani ~ 1 s severity •1 2.3 Read 
the following entry from 1 849 and then reflect upon Ki.erkegaard' s principal 
criticisms of Ivlynster: 
"Christianity does not really exist. At least I have not seen a 
single Christian existence in the more rigorous sense and this applies 
to me. Is it, after all, aqything but a fri~1tful mockery that a 
whole nation is Christian and one thousand men live off the whole 
nation's being Christian. 
"Christianity does not really exist. The relationship to original 
Christianity is like that between a delicate sentimental engagement and 
a marriage. They maintain a relationship of possibility to Christianity 
- perhaps with death in mind~ but otherwise they do not put it on 
existentially. No one boldly ventures, so to speak, to leap existentially 
into the ethicaL 
11 The essentially Christian does not existo 
merely ,abp_J±~ Christianity, ·prhich };.s, not;" o 'I ?k 
:r:verythine is 
In the light of r.rhat Kierkegaard has written about I.iynster' s failure to 
real:i_se Christianity in his existence, then v.;e neea. look no further for a 
representative of Christendom and its attendant illso Just as the basic 
coni'usion of Christendom is that, 11 instead of enterinp; as an in<livid.ual, 
one comes along with the others - the others are Christians - ce;r._go, I am, 
too, and am a Christian in the same sense as the others are" ; 1 25 so i .. yn ster 1 s 
misfortune is essentially his having be gun 
11 one stage too far on: he did not begin in his youth by asking 
himself: will you be a Christian; he began with the presupposition 
that he nas naturally a Christian; and so he asked himself: will 
you be a Priest, or a Professor, or perhaps a r~awyer, etco 11 126 
Just as Christendom is an historical, worldly concept so YQerkegaard 
persistently accuses lViynster o:t' vrorld1y wisdom, worldly ambition and 
rrorldly enjoyment = he is fundamentally 11 a man of the VJOrld11 o 127 The 
text 11 the Christian is as a stranger and pilgrim in the world" could v1ell 
b d t . B" h ,. t 128 e use as a sa J.re on ~s op l•'1yns era Just as Christendom stops short 
of the ultimate demands of Christian discipleship and imitation, preferring 
the Judaistic refinements of temporal comfort and stability ,129 so l'.iynster 
130 is the model of earthly joys and human pleasures o 
Although Kierkegaard was more prolific in his Journal writing in the 
years after 1 848 than at any other time, the number of entries pertaining 
to Bishop t:.ynster still comprise a significant proportiono 131 l!'urthermore, 
these references show hovr important was l\iynster 1 s part in Kierkegaard 1 s 
plan towards the introduction of Christianity into Christendoma Both by 
direct statements and indirect inferences, l'iiynster stands as the representative 
of established Christianity =not only on account of his exalted position in 
the Danish hierarchy but also because his preaching and way of life made 
him into the ideal personification of Christendom and its pervQsitJo 
Now, v.rhereas the Journals show us the ways in which Kierkegaard identified 
f,iynster with Christendom, the published works had a very different orientation., 
(lui te simply, their ob je cti ve was to maJ.r...e L':ynster identify h:h!n~*e]..o:£ ni th 
Christendom by means of the admissiona This strategy involved the presentation 
of' ~~oH '.Lestament Ch;..~L;tianity ~'1 al1 its ideality 11l1ilst at the same -cime 
settinG it in the cont:::xt of r.;ynsterish Ghristia.nity = but 11ithout mentioning 
i,;yns ter by name" Had the plan succeeded then ;.:ynster v7oulcl have recognised 
!:L'Jnself a.n:l hJ.s fnilings v_iq_ =~ ~V:i_E, the l'Tuu '.o..'cs·Gam::.mt cJ.em::;.ncJ.a ::.Je noald hD.ve 
consequently admitted his V1ea.lmess, resorted to Grace in the proper way and 
so become -;JOrthy of' tre highest honour a.ncl rcspecto J!'ur Lhermore, because 
the nealmesses he ad.rni tted for himself 11ere also t:r..e \'Jeaknesses of Christendom 
in general, and be cause he uas the ti tula.r head of the Church~ this admission 
would become a. representative admission made on behalf of the established 
Church and all its memberso 
'i'ra.in~....,.g ir!,~istia.l},ity represents the most important step in this plan 
of ca.mpa.igno Here we see Kierkega.a.rd trying to say just enough about I:iynster 
but not so much that it becomes an outright attacko As v1e observed when 
discussing the personal contacts bet11een the two men on the publication of 
Jraining, Kierkegaard required some sort of response from Iciynster - preferably 
the admission rather than 11 a false move10 • But this must not be seen as 
Lynster 1 s response to direct charges. Just as tierlregaard attempted "to 
bring defence and attack to5ether in such a unity that no one can say directly 
\'lhether one is attacking or defending and with this to be nobody» an 
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absentee, an objective something, not a. personal ma.dt, so the object of 
the defence/attack is hidden behind a. mark of anonymity o Kierkega.a.rd 1 s 
endeavour is to present Christendom and Established Christianity in all their 
corruptness at the same time s;;tying just enough to make li1ynster see that he 
represents the watered-down, institutionalised Christianity and that the 
1
'bora.l11 contains a. particular message for himo \Jhen Yle recall what Kierkegaard 
wrote about r:.ynster in his Journal between 1 849 ~ 54' then the following 
quotation from Tra.in~ng establiShEs him as their obvious referrentg 
11 Come hither, hither» all ye that labour and are heavy laden; 
oh, come hither; behold how He bids you come, how He openeth His 
arms J Oh, when these words are uttered by a. fa.:hionable man in a. 
silk gown, VIith a. pleasant and sonorous voice rrhich resounds agr-eeably 
from the lovely~ vaulted ceiling~ a. silken man who bestows honour and 
repute upon all v1ho hear him o o o then indeed thou wilt agree tha. t there 
is some sense in what he sa.yso But make what sense out of it thou 
wilt, one thing is sure, it is not Christianity, it is exactly the 
opposite~ as contrary to Christianity as could be = for remember 
who the Inviter is11 • 1 .3.3 
i'hen Kierkegaard writes of "Pastor Green" who is a chap 11 who doesn't 
only know how to preach. One should not hear him on Sundays in Church~ but 
on I~ondays at the club = r only nish I had half his lmowledge of the world" o 134 
11 To make oneself literally one with the most miserable (and this, 
this alone is div~=!R~ compassion) is for men the 'too much 9 , over VIhich 
one weeps in the quiet hour on Sundays, and at vJhich one bursts with 
laughter \'Jhen one sees it in realitY'. 1.35 
11 (God) v1ill have nothine; to do with manus pert enquiry about why 
and why did Christianity come into the vvorldg it is and shall be the 
absolute. Therefore everything men have hit upon relatively to explain 
the why and the wherefore is falsehood. Perhaps they have hit upon an 
explanation out of a humane compassion of a sort, which thinks that 
one might chaffer about the price = for God presumably does not under-
stand men, His requirements are exorbitant, and so the parsons must be 
on hand to chaffer. Perhaps they hit upon an explanation in order to 
stand nell with men and get some advantage out of preaching Christianity; 
for when it is toned down to the merely human, to what has '1entered into 
the heart of man' then naturally people will think well of it, and quite 
naturally also of the amiable orator who can make Christianity so gentle 
a thing •• o 11 1 .36 
11 o o. to be a Christian in truth should mean in the world, in the 
eyes of •aen, to be abased, that it should mean all possible hardships, 
every pc,ssible sort of derision and insult, and mean at last to be 
punishei as a criminal~ Here again is the possibili~ of offence. 
Ah, ani.L it holds good of this offence also tha. t it may be avoided if 
thou, either out of hypocrisy or out of whimpering human sympathy for 
thyself or for others, will be a Christian only up to a certain point, 
only on the pagan principle of ne quid nimis; for then thou shalt be 
honrJured and esteemed, shalt be able to avoid the possibility of of'fence, 
to accomplish a gr-eat deal in the world, and to win great multitudes who 
desire also to be Christians only up to a certain pointo But if this 
is not thy desire, then thou must pass through the possibility of 
offence; for to be a Christian is certainly not to be Christ (what 
mockery of God~), but it is to be His follower- yet not the sort of 
fashionably rouged follower who profits by the firm 1 s name and is content 
to regard Christ 1 s sufferings as an affair of many, many centuries agoo 
No» to be a follower means that thy life has as great likeness to His as 
it is possible for a man 1 s life to have" • 1.37 
11 Thou wilt bear in mind that if there is to be any seriousness in 
stationing oneself or standing beside the cross, it must be in the 
situation of contemporaneousness, where it will mean actual~ to incur 
suffering with Him, not to propose subjects for reflection at the foot 
of the cross, but perhaps to be nailed oneself to a cross alongside of 
Him~ there to propose subjects for reflectiono Therefore ooo do not 
think upon Him reflectively, but think first of all upon teyself with 
the aim of becoming in thy thought contemporary with Himo Cannot now 
this sight move thee?·= I do not say to tears, which here are out of 
place and superfluous, if it is not over thine own self thou weepest ~ 
but in all seriousness, with a view to action, with a view perhaps to 
suffering somehow in His likeness" o 1 .38 
11 ooo if so=called established Christendom maybe does not 
expressly call itself the Church triu.'llphant ~ perhaps disdaining this 
name as an externality, it nevertheless produces the same confusion by 
means of hidden inwardnes_s; for again)) established Christendom, 
rJhere all ~;e c-IJ!,ist~s, but only in hidden inwardness ll resembles the 
militant Church just as little as the stillness of death resembles 
vociferous passiod' o 1 .39 
11 If I am a parson, I do not require in the least that my true 
Christian character be recognised by the fact that l have the most 
hearers and am the most acclalllled preachero No, if as a parson i 
am to have the most patronage, it depends artistically upon what gifts 
of eloquence I possess, it depends upon whether I have a voice, how 
the preaching gmm becomes me, how VTell I have studied the newest 
philosophy so that I can satisfy ithe requirements of the age 1 ; the 
tru~ C!.~ristian I am is a thing for itself', a thing for myself, something 
I am in hidden inwardness = quite like all the others; but that I am 
a true Christian is sure enough, it is just as sure as that all the 
others are" o 140 
The accusations thus written in 1848 and published just two years later 
are substantially the same as those made against Eynster by name in subsequent 
Journal entrieso Certainly Martensen is also to be identified as an object 
of indirect criticism in Training whilst Christendom and Established 
Christianity are attacked directlyo However, it was against 11 the l\lynsterish11 
that Kierkegaard 1 s main thrusts were directed and it was i.iynster himself~ as 
representative of the established Church, who must draw his conclusions from 
t'The Moral11 and make the admission 11 in view of the requirements of ideali ty11 o 
VJhilst Training does involve criticism of the prevailing corruptions of 
Christianity, its basic concern was with the practice of Christianity, Leo 
the imitation of Christ the Prototypeo As Malantschuk writes~ tort is 
clear that Anti Climacus isolates Christ's quantitative degradation in order 
to accentuate imitation" o 141 It is Christ the poor, scorned man who draws 
all men to himself, through the same degradations which he experienced upon 
ear tho 'l'his is the Christ who is set over again~t 19th Century Danish 
Christianity and condemns it - unless, by making the representative admission 
liJynster leads Christendom to condemn itself and throw itself on the mercy of 
Godo We have already described Kierkegaard 1 s anxiety about i·,;ynster 1 s 
possible response to Traini~ and now we can understand his concern even 
bettero ]'or his strategy was based on t~ynster identifying himself and 
recognising his responsibility, thus making the appropriate responseo In 
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the first instance~ the general reaction to the book was not important to 
Kier ke gaard. But i.,ynster 1 s reaction r1as desperately jmportant because it 
alone could determine the direction of Kierkegaard 0 s subsequent authorshipo 
~ra~ning in Gbri~~q~~ posited the mutually exclusive alternatives of 
Christendom and New •restament Christianityo It was up to !!.ynster to decide 
the response which he himself~ and so Christendom, should make in the face 
f th alt t . 1 42 o ese erna 1ves. As we have seen~ ~~nster made no definite 
response to the challenge and so Kierke gaard resorted to the gr·ea.ter, R].thoue;h 
still considerably restrained severities of l!'or Self=-.i!.:xamination and ![}±dge 
for Yourselves. In these works, Kierkegaard 1 s references to Mynster were 
far more explicit than those in Training and he came dangerously close to 
showing his hando However, Judge for Yourselves remained unpublished and 
Training remained in circulation complete with Preface and r1loralo Kier lr..e gaard 
is still keeping the door open for ~ynster to make the admission. Although 
"The Professor" in particular and the establishment in general continue to 
come under severe attack in these later works, it is still not Martensen 1 s 
reaction which is important to Kierkegaard or the reaction of anyone else in 
Christendom - however dignifiedo Mynster must make the admission or face 
the ammunition which Kierke gaard was continually preparing in the Journalo 
So, from the very beginning Kierkega.ard 1 s aim was to awaken disquietude 
with the intention of effecting inward change Q 1 43 To effect this purpose 
in heathendom is a fairly straightforward task, although a formal indirectness 
will still be necessary. However, Christendom, with all its errors and 
illusions presents a very different picture. In Christendom the kind of 
Christianity which prevails when 11 all are Christians" must be abandoned in 
order that individuals m~ be open to a true Christianity founded on the 
principles of paradox, inwardness, obedience and imitation. The pseudonymous 
literature contains the essentials of Kierkegaard 1 s teaching on these 
principles, but, in the absence of the establishment's attention and under-
standing, the problem still remains as to how Clrristianity is to be introduced 
it is in the service of this task that Kierkcgaard 1 s 
dialectic of honesty is employedo There could be no question of forcing 
people to accept Christianity in place of Chrj_stendom 0 s illusions a This 
\'iOUJ.d be to deny that ChX'istianity is an 11 appropriation process(' o Similarly 3 
open assaults on Christendom's objective norms are to be avoided if' at all 
possible a Hather, the situation must be created whereby an honest appraisal 
can be made regarding one's personal position vis a vis the Christiani~ of 
Christendom and the Ghristiani ty of the New Testamento Furthermore , beine; 
ever faithful to his existential dialectic of COI!lillunication, the personif-
ication of New Testament Christianity which is Christ, is opposed by a 
personification of Christendom in the shape of Bishop h;ynstero Thus are 
established the poles of the dialectico It is up to Bishop h~nster to come 
to terms honestly with himself and admit how things truly stand between his 
existence and the life of Christo Because of his position and reputation, 
~.iynster 1 s admission will have the effect of arousing the whole of Danish 
Christendom to a re=evaluation of itself, its teaching and its practiceo 
Kierkegaard wants the objective canons of Christendom to be put into their 
proper perspectiveo Only by such a demonstration of honesty and humility 
can Christendom come to recognise the merely relative significance of these 
objectives and the need for the individual to throv1 himself unconditionally 
on the mercy of Godo 'l'hrough the miracle of grace, the admission enables 
a man to become a true self before God, not by tll.e negative instruments of 
force and destruction, but through the free exercise of his willo 
2o See No 'rhulstrupg 11 The Complex of problems called °Kierkeg.-3.8.rd 011 o 
Kierl~_gaa.rd _Cr:itiq_ue Po 295 
25?. 
3o C:L <~~~~-:0~ ppso 2~.6 = 7 and Po 221 g 11 Christianity is quite literally 
dethroned in Christendom". 
5o ib}:do p. 48o N .B. Kierkegaard 0 s comments about Iviartensen ° s Do~at_i_cs 
at Papo X 1 A 566 
7 o ib=i:_do Po 50 
8o Pap. X 2 A 1 35 
9o See Point of View ppso 22 ffo~ 43l> 137 fo and Training,__in Chri~,ianity: 
Po 39 
10. See J~ for Yourselve::~, Po 219 ~ where Kierkegaard insists that the 
Established Church should be 11 established and upheld" rather than 
capitulate to "bungling efforts at reform (which) are more pernicious 
than the most pernicious establishment". 
11 o Kierkegaard states his position must succinctly in !Jill Open Lett!ll:: 
11 Christianity is inwardness, inward deepening. If at a given time the 
forms under which one has to live are not the most perfect, if they can 
be improved in God's name do so. But essentially Christianity is 
inwardness". (Armed Neutrality pps. 49 = 50). See J,irgen Bukrl.ahl~ 
11 Ind:r,1mmelseno Dens plads i s¢ren Kierkegaard Is kristendoms forstaelse 
og vaekklesesaktion". Dansk Teologisk Ti{iskrift 1 963o Po 113o 
Cf. Pap. V P• 156 
12. Works of Love (Hong's Translation 1 962) po 71 
13· Christian Discourses. Oxford 1940. P• 195 
14o Point of View. Harper Torch Books. pps. 153 - 5 
15 o Training Po 7 
16o ~o Po 221 
17o E'or Self-Examination p. 37. Cf. pps. 56, 90 
1 8o See R. Nielsen~ "En god Gjerning''. Faed:relandet Vol. 16. Koh. 1855o 
No. 8 
1 9. Attack upon Christendom P• 37 
20. Pap. X 4 A 6i 8. Cf o PEJJ?.. X 1 A 132 ~ 213, X 4 A 596, XI 1 A 28. 
H. Roos: Kierkegaard et le Catho~icismeo Louvain1955. pps. 25 ff.; 
L. Dupre: Kierkegaard as theologian. Sheed and \lard 1963. pps. 166 ff. 
21 o Rar:>o X 1.:- A 2.30; X 4 A 34.9; X 1 A 15/.:..o Luther~ s Reformation can be 
justified because it was v1hat t:r..e times required and reflected an 
appropriate degree of religiosityo This carmot be said of modern 
attempts at reforma (f~o X 3 A 799~ 800) 
22o _E!!P,o X 3 A 270o See also X 5 A 27 
2.3o See Bo Diemg Kier:_ke~erd 0 s ])_ialec":lj.c_ of_~~~~s:ce~_c}_~o Oliver and Boyd 1959o 
Po 114 
25o 'l'he two factors are linked by Kierkegaard 1s teaching about the situation 
of contemporaneity a Pa-eo IX A 153 ~ X 1 A 132~ X 3 A 653o See 
Lpnning: Santidi_g:P,edens Situationo Oslo 1954o Po 1 &t 
26o It should be pointed out that our concern here with the concept of 
11 imitation" by no means exhausts the significance of this topic in 
Kierkegaard 1 s authorship and Journalso We attend to it simply in 
terms of its function as the stimulus to the making of an admission of 
weakness in the face of the ide~l requiremento It has been repeatedly 
shovm that a preoccupation with the imitation of Christ characterises 
Kierkegaard 1 s authorship as a wholeo Thus Br~dley Dewey concludes his 
study entitled The l\fev1 Obedience; (Corpus Books~ \:ashington 1 968o Po 166) 
by asserting that "The major themes of Kierkegaard 1 s literature have 
been shown to be intrinsically related to each other through their 
common linkage to the theme of FollovTingo 1'hey all cohere around 
Kierkegaard 1 s concern for the :!!'allowing of Christ, which seems to have 
been a constant and central reference point for his entire authorship11 o 
Also, Marie 'l'hulstrup contends that her enquiry into Kierkegaard 1 s 
dialectic of imitation "will point out a definite coherence in Kierkegaard' s 
thought as a whole o oo 11 (Kierkegaard Cri tigue Po 266) o Va Lindstrom 
does not go this far~ preferring to see "imitatiorr' as a theme only 
really gaining prominence after the Corsair incident and the publication 
of Postscripto However, as a major theme of the last years~ its 
significance is considerable" (See Stadiernas Teologio po 339; 
Efterf&ljelsens Teologi and "La Theologie de l 1 Imitatio~ de Jesus-Christ 
chez Kierkegaard11 R6vue d 1Histoire et de Philosophie Religieus.es 
Vole 35 (1955) pps., 379 = 392Jo So, whilst the theme of "imitation" 
is strongly related to Kierkegaard's demand for an admission, it 
basically has an autonomy within the authorship all of its owno Indeed, 
Kierkegaard's call for the admission arises out of his theology of 
~nitation, rather than vice versao The primacy of the imitation theme 
in this respect is especially discernible from a study of the Journals 
where Kierkegaard 1 s expression is dictated rather less by the demands of 
his status as a goad to Danish Christendomo (See Marie Thulstrup~ 
Opo cito po 278)o 
27a Pap., X 4 A 446 
28o See Marie 1'hulstrup: "Kierkegaard 0 s Dialectic of Imitation" o Kierl<egaard 
Critique Po 271 ~ "It would be presumptuous for someone to act as if he. 
had an mmediate relationship to God unless in fact he had one" o 
29o Pap., X 4 A 558" Cfo Vo Lindstr'om~ "La ThSologie de l'imitation de 
Jesus-Christ chez Kierkegaard" Revue d 'Histoire et de Philo sophie 
~igieuses Vola 35. Strasbourg 1955, No. 4o ppso 379 ff o 
30o Papo X 4 A 558 
31 o See !~a ;Eo X 5 A 89; 96 and 1 01 o Kierlre gaard writes: tl The mistake: 
I.:ynster and the vrhole official clan make is the.. t they knorr neither 
how to apply the prototype (j~OF~il~ede) to 1 imitation 1 nor how to 
use this advantageously with regard to rclyine; upon gr'aCeo 'l'his 
last is what I wanted and novr \'J antg I 11ant to apply the Christian 
requirement, imitation~ in all its infinitude, in order to place the 
emphasis in the direction of grace11 o (X 5 A 88) 
.32o J::a_l)o X 4 A 446 
.3.3 o }~r~~n~g_=i,~~~j~sJilill.:iJY makes clear Kierkegaard' s aversion to such 
a conclusion 
.34o Attack Uj)On Christendom po 54o Cf 0 Preface to Tra:h~j.ng, and c:t:~J?.o v 
Po 'i 56 note. Another way for the Bstablished Church to condemn itself 
would be by affirming 11 that in a strict sense it is true to Christianity 
in accordance with the New 'l'estament11 ( Jl,ld__ge for Y ourselve§. po 219) o 
However, far from becoming a defence for itself, such a self=condemning 
affirmation could only result in an all out attack by Kierkegaard on 
the Church. In the event, the absence of an admission was sufficient 
to push Kierkegaard beyond the bounds of restraint although fllartensen 1 s 
sermon amounted to a self~inct-iminating affirmation of the Church's 
righteousness 
.35. P. Go Lindhardt: 11 Indr¢'mmelsen11 J) .JyJJ.ands post~!} 18th December ll 1 954o 
See also Po Go Lindhardt: bf_ren Kierkegaard 1 s Angreb pa .Folkel9-rke.Qo 
Aarhus 1955a Po 9 fo PoGo Lind.hardt: 11 Kierkegaard's Kamp mod kirken11 J) 
Politiken 1Oth August, 1955 
36o Dewey: OPo cit. Po 44 
.37o See ~a_l)o XI 1 A 505: "The situation at the beginning was: no Christians 
existed. So everyone became Christian - and for that reason again no 
Christians existo This situation marked the end; now we stand once 
again at the beginning1-o Cf o G. ~.ialantschuk: Kierkegaard' s Thought 
p. 371: 11 o. o with his last writings Kierkegaard wants to be instrumental 
in destroying 'the phenomenon 1 Christendom in order to make room for the 
dawn of the new" o 
38. See An Open Letter p. 52: "I am positive I have never directed one 
word against the teaching and the organisation of the established order, 
but I have worked to make this teaching more and more the truth in 
'the single individual'" o 
39. Armed Neutrality and An Open Letter trans. Hong. Indiana 1968. p.36 
40o ~o Po 132 
41 • Malantschuk: ibid. pps. 1 32 - .3 
42. N. Thulstrup: Afsluttende Uvidenskabelig Efterskrift Volo II p. 145 
4.3. See Postscript ppso 25 - 47 and Dewey: op. cit. pps • .31 ffo 
44o ill• X 1 A 552o N.B. that the Danish word "Bestaaende" and the English 
"Establishment" both have the Greek verb CY'""'{W as their root. Cf. 
'rraining pps. 88 ff; 205 ff. and Diem: opo ci to pps. 124 ff o 
45. J. Preston Cole: .!h_e Problematic Self in Kierkega.ard and Freud. 
Yale 1 971 o Po 64 
?55 
52o Jra,~=0J:Lli.! Sl:~ti~tianit:V, po i59o It is important to realise that nl18n 
Jesus says 11 come unto me all you that labour and are heavy laden and I 
will give you rest" this is not an invitation to a life of comfort and 
security 11 but rather is a call to follow in the footsteps of him vrho 
carried a cross". (Bradley Dewey~ "Kierekgaard and the Blue Testament11 , 
HB.rverd 'rhe~cal Heview Vol. 60 ~ 1 967. ppso 1+03 = lt- note) 
53. ~M· X 4 A 459 
54o See Pllll,. XI 1 A 5 72 
55o Pa~o X 3 A 526 
56. See Pa_B. }·~I 1 A 492g n 'The prototype' slays all, as it were, for no 
one achieves it. 'The Redeemer' wants to save all. Yet Christ is 
both, and that swindle which takes redemption and gc.ace in vain is not 
Christianity'. 
57. J¢rgen Bukdahlg op. cit. P• 112 
59o 
On the shift in Kierkegaard's attitude to "hidden inVJardness11 see 
Lindstrcim~ ]LQerf~jelsens Teolog'i pps. 95 - 130 and "La Theologie 
de l 'i:tnitation de Jesus-Christ chez Kierkegaard" Hevue d 'Histoire 
~e Philoso,;el::lie Re'l:i,_g:i,euses pps. 384 f. and Dewey: ~-q_~~·J..lPSo 21 9=20 
Pap. VIII 2 C 3, 36 
60. Bukdahlg op. cit. pps. 97 = 112 
61. i:lalantschuk: Kierke_gaard' s Thought p. 368 
62. Pa,Q. X 4 A 558 
63. Pap. XI 3 B 15 p. 43 
0 0 0 now l~iynster is there representing tbe Establishment" (X 3 A 565) II 
65. P. G. Lindhardtg "Indrft{mmelsen", Jyllandposten 18th December, 1954 
66o Carl J¢re,-enseng Kierke_gaard Vol. 5 
67. See above g Chapter on Bishop Mynster 
68. Pap. X 6 B 60 
69. Pap. X 4 A 493 p. 314; X 3 A 219 Cf. X 3 A 535 where KierJ.r.egaard says 
that, if he was writing in his own name, then he would give I,1ynster 
credit for his preaching (i.e. he would not have said that he had never 
heard any Christian sermons). But Anti-Climacus speaks on behalf of 
ideality, so even i.;ynster stands condemned - but without naming names. 
X 6 B 60g 11 '.l'he eulogy over Bishop l.iynster ·which is found in No. 2 
(of the three ethico-relit:ious treatises from i 8.J1 - .3) is based on the 
~:lre:::mpposit:ion that 'state Church' and 1 tl:e ,,:sts;blishr:cnt 0 are valid 
co:ocepts. '.~.'hat from a Christian standpoint one denies this is quite 
anotr.er matter. i.·Yon if one assunes the validity of these concepts 
••• then (Bishop Lyn::;ter) is gceat and to be admired. But on the 
ot~1er hand, YJhen one attacks these t·;jQ concc11ts ~ then must ~i~hop 
l,;ynste-r- also come ·i.mder attacl~1 • Cf. J~( A ·t38 » 1:1:.6 
72o See .I:BJl.o X .3 A 726 nhere the reader is specifically invited to consider 
a New 'l'estanent description of the Christian (ice. as a foreigner and 
stranger in the world~ Hebo 11 Vo 1.3, I Peter 2, v. 11) and then think 
of lv,ynster. The entry is entitled~ 11 Satire upon Bishop i.iynster11 
l3o In fact, Kierkegaard argues that it is only the ideal position~ adapted 
-/4. 
75o 
76. 
77o 
78. 
by Anti-Climacus which prevents him from making L!ynster into an exceptional 
case to mhom the basic charges do not apply. Thus Kierkegaard himself 
would not say, as does .Arrti~Climacus, that he bas never heard a Christian 
sermon, because l.!ynster can be excepted from such a judgement. (l-'8]2,• 
X 3 A 535) 
Pa:eo )Q 1 A 1 
Pap. IX A 85. Cf. XI 3 B 15 
Papo X 1 A 454 P• 290 
Pap. X .3 A 742. Cf. X 4 A 218, 592 
Pa£o X 4 A .373 
79. Pap. X .3 A 1 28 
80. B~. X 3 A 565 ('l'his entry follows upon his conversation with 1.\iynster 
after the publication of TraininJ0 
81 • Papo X 4 A 365 
82. Pap. X 3 A 128; X 4 A 322; X 1 A 137 
83. Pap. X 4 A 21 8, 49.3 
Sq.. Papa X 2 A 589 P• 421 
85o Pa_Qo X 3 A 742 , Cf a X 1 A 58 
86. See Pap. X 1 A 92, 11 4 
87. Pa_Qo X 3 A 95, Cf. X 4 A 228 
88. Pa_Q.o X 4 A 358 ~ 9' .363' 377 
89a Pa~. X 4 A 493, P• 314 
90o Cf o for example Pap. X 4 A 1.36, 566; IX A .324 
91 • See f_?.J2.· IX A 1 88. Kierkegaard describes how l'.'lynster attracted many 
hearers although his attraction declined in later years 
'?57 
92o .~~P.o D~ A 2)6 
9.3 0 :eaJlo X 1 A. .3i8 
9~.0 fag a X 2 A '/5 
95o .J?~J'2o X 1 A j); 7 .1~ .3 A 56; 
96o ·~~-eo ,,. 4 il. 152 .1\. 
97o J'l],e: ~~~J:J_~J~.~oJ: ~S=q£_(er~{3o J.'ransa Dob'o & Lol.;o Snenson, Au.gsburg Publishing 
House 1948o ppso 44 ffo 
98o Pa,J>,o X 4 A 471_,. 
99 o ~/:!£o X .3 A 249; X 4- A 296 p. 1 6.3; .?4?, 
1 OOo :e8J2o X 4 A 542 
1 01 0 Pa_;eo X 1 A .359 
1 02o PaJ2o X 1 A 58 
1 0.3 0 P~o d~ .3 A 780o Cf o X 2 A 149o See also :eaj)o ~[ 2 A 291; X l.!. A 566 
1 04o X 1 A .320 
1 06o So IX A B1 where Kierkegaard states categorically that 11 l1lyns.ter has 
preached true Christianity" a Also, X 1 A 542 where Eynster 9 s preaching, 
and especial~ his emphasis on the individual (f~~vi~~~), is contrasted 
favourably with Grundtvig 1 s 11 historical escapades" , Gf o .£:~r:_=S,.el{-:"E-!.§!!!inatiol! 
Po 45 
1 07a Papa IX A 418. Gfa .39 ~ 240; X 4- A 568 
Papo IX A 84 
See Jo Po Iviynster: Sermons held ;in the year 1848 (Kbh. 1849) ppso 47 ffo 
and Praedikener paa aile SJlltl..::. og Hellig - J2.a{!f? i Aar~t (Kbho 1 8.37) 
Volo I ppSo 402~ 406; Volo II ppso 427 fo 
11 0. Pap. IX A 1 6.3. Gf. 2.36 
1 ·11 • ~.1?. o X .3 A 21 5 
112o :b'or example Pap. X 1 A .385~ 5.32, 614; X 2 A 149~ 2.37; X .3 A 10.3, 126, 
2.35, .311, .31.3, .321; X 4 A .3.31 ~ .361 ~ 554 
1 ·1.3. Papo X 4 A 581 Po 400. On several occasions Kierkegaard takes note of 
f:lynster 1 s unlikeness to Paul and Luthero They wrote in the context of 
practical life-situations whilst ~;;ynster simply exploits their insights 
to his own comfort and self-satisfactiono See Papo X 1 A 614; X 4 A .3.31 ; 
X .3 A 219, 249, ~14, 5.3.3 
·J15o P~o X 1 A 259 
1·16. P.§Eo X 1 A 611 o Cfo later in the same entry Tihere Kierkegaard writesg 
11 rJhat is true of Bishop J:.iynster is also more or less true of every cleric 
in the capi tal19 o 
250 
117o faP,o X?. A 460 Po 329 
11 8o ;p~o ~~ 2 A )24o This accusation is probably harsher in its implications 
that Kierkegaard actually :i.latendedo By virtue of' his office~ his 
reputation and the qualities r.rhich Kierkcgaard never denied he existed 
as a paradi@ll in Ch:d.stendomo But there is no evidence to sug~::,est that 
he actively invited such a designat:i.on 
119o ,P~~o X 3 A 565 
1 20. J:_aJ2o X 4 A 1 26 
1 21 o Pa_Ilo X 4 A 41 7 
122o Cf'o ~a_P,o X 4 A 282 where Kierkegaard posits ~~Ideality" over against an 
age of' philosophers, poets etco 11 At least" he vrrites 11 one will have 
respect for nhat it is to be a Christian so that eve~one can make the 
attempt or. choose whether he ITill be that or no" 
123. .:e_aJ?.o X 2 A 75; X 3 A 448 = Mynster wants to relativise everything to 
do with being a Christian 
124o P@o X 2 A 16 
1 25 o Pap o X 2 A 453 
126o Papo X 3 A 358o In actual fact, J,!ynster agonised over his status as 
a Christian to a far gr-eater extent than these cynical comments of' 
Kierkegaard would seem to allowo However, it is fair to say that he 
never seriously doubted that he was at heart a Christian. Certainly 
such doubts as he had did not prevent him from §etting ordained 
BEFORE his 11 breakthrough" 
127o See, for example, Pap., X 1 A 114, 314, 375, 559, 611; X 2 A 237; 
X 3 A 135, 215, 235, 311, 321, 334, 41!-9; X 4 A 361. Cf'. L~nning, 
QQ_o cito Po 232 where II Christendom" is defined in terms of it becoming 
coincidental w:i th "the world" 
1 28o _Ea,Eo X 3 A 726 
129. Pap.,IXA301; X2A75; X1A460etc. 
130., Pa_Ilo X A 563; X 2 A 326; X 3 A 215, 449, 588; X 4 A 493 
131 o According to Kalle Sorainsen' s calculations, Kierkegaard 1 s reference to 
Mynster in the Journal outnumber references to any other single literary 
132o 
133o 
134o 
135o 
i36o 
137o 
figure or personal ac9-uaintance. Even Socrates 236 compares unfavourably 
with Mynster 1 s 273o ~K. Sorainsen: Navneregister til SJ6'ren Kierkegaards 
Papirer) 
1]:aining po 133 
Training po 41 
ibido Po 54 
ibid. po 63 
ibid.,po 66 
~0 Po 108 
·J.38o i_b_:i_;d;o po 17·1 
139o })~~0 po 208 = 9 
140o .i_b},_do Po 211 
141 o .1~:\c_x:l:;eg,aa:r_cl ~~s :r_hoU;@l~ Po .351 
1 l:.2o Sec j~]Jo ll .3 B 1 8~ 12 
1 L:.3o ~o_r__~~:Lf_.;p;lS&JU.)A~tio_n Po 45 
In the Journal for 1 850, under tbs heading '1.About ~~ysel:f 1 we find the 
following entryg 
11 ~L'o produce a hi:> tory of Ch:r;i.st 0 s suffe:d.ngs uas a task to >Jhich 
I had applied myself; r have alraady done a good deal to that endo 
260 
I do not doubt that rJith respect to feeling~ imagination and eloquence 
this harrowing and com~lling portrayal rJOuld have become a masterpiece D 
indeed, \Juuld have been as fascinating as those painted v1orks of art 
which depict Christo 
"But in this respect I would certainly have been different from 
those artists in that I would have had enough Christianity to simply 
thank God that I am permitted as an indulgence to sit enjoying this 
life and work on such a tasko 
11 Ah, but I would nevertheless have become a Sophist if even the 
temptation remained that I even ever so humb~ understood that I was 
such a oneo 
11 Tru~, if God does not compel a man~ if God does not m tch over 
himD so even the most honest Ulan becomes a Sophisto 
"Meanwhile an honest Sophist is not to be despisedo What I say 
never goes further than that one shall at least admit that to be 
excused from real imitation is indulgenceo I have never demanded 
more of anyone; and this I have not demanded except without authorit,y, 
to draw attention to the fact that this ought to be soo 
11 And therefore , if God does not compel me , neither do I go 
fur ther19 o 1 
This acts as a useful link between our consideration of Kierkegaard 1 s 
dialectic of honesty and the present enquiry into his dialectic of authorityo 
,;hilst Kierkega.ard invoked the need for the honest admission as a reason for 
deferring an open assault on the Church, so he also demanded honesty of 
himself regarding his personal authorit,y to undertake such an assaulto Bukdahl 
identifies five kinds of to admissions11 in Kierkega.ard 0 s works; besides the 
individual, representative and legitimising admissions, we have also the 
joint ( solidariske) and spying ( spionerende) admissions a 2 These last two 
are essential~ related to Kierkegaard 1 s personal position ~sa v~ his 
Christian teachingo The 11 Joint Admissiorr' finds its best expression in the 
Preface to Training in Christianityg 
11 The requirement must be heard; and I understand what is said as 
addressed solely to me = that I might learn not only to take refu@e in 
0 gr-ace 1 , but to take refuge in such a way as to make use of 0 gr-ace 111 o 3 
Thus it is made clear that Kierkegaard himself realised the- extent to which 
he enjoyed tl~ benefit of God's merciful indulgence towards h~n~ and the need 
for honesty. As Bukdahl also points out, Kierkegaard had good tactical 
reasons for publicly enunciating such an admission = h~ could come up from 
behind his hearers. 4 But it >7as also ethically determined by the require= 
ment of not giving himself out to be more advanced than was in fact the case. 
Linked to this is the need to avoid unauthorised jud@8ments or condemnations. 
Hov1evcr, the '1 spying' admission is exclusively tactical. Here Kierkegaard 
simply claims to be a poet who presents the ideal requirement only poetically, 
not having actually realised it in his own existence. This way he does not 
pretend to. be an examiner and judge of any man 1 s inner life, but by his own 
admission, challenges the Christians of' Christendom to examine themselves 
and to judge for themselves. 
At the back of this tactical and ethical concern for the making of an 
admission on his own behalf, lies Kierkegaard's @8nuine wrestling with the 
problem of authority and his repeated claim to act and speak 11 without 
authority". If the admission demand was at least as much a strategic 
tactical device as it was a genuine expression of Kierkegaard's concern to be 
honest with himself before God, the problem of' authority was .almost exclusively 
a deep emotional and intellectual problem which also had the incidental effect 
of reinforcing his resolve to delay the direct attacko 
In 1 84.3 Kierkegaard has Jud@8 Vlilliam write to his aesthetic young friend 
as follows: 
"Regard what I have written as of no importance~ regard it as notes 
appended to Balle's 'Lesson~Book 1 = that is of' no consequence; what 
I have said nevertheless has an authority which I hope you will respect. 
Or might it seem to you perhaps that I have wrongfully wished to usurp 
authority~ that I have improperly confounded my official situation with 
this litigation~ behaving as ajudge, not as a party to it? I cheerfully 
relinquish eve~ pretention~ I am not even a party in this dispute with 
you; for while I willingly admit that aesthetics might well give you 
power of attorney to appear in its behalf, I am far from ascribing to 
myself enough importance to appear with power of attorney for ethics. 
I am nothing more than a witness, and it was only in this sense I 
expressed the opinion that this letter has a certain authority, for he 
who speaks of what he has experienced always speaks with authority. I 
am only a witness~ and here you have my declaration in optima forma." 5 
Now$ whilst not wishing to confuse Kierkegaard v s thoughts 1·d th those of 
his pseudonyms, vje may still see in these words of Judge \iilliam an interesting 
foretaste of Kierkegaard 0 s own subsequent >1restling nith the question of 
author:i.tyo \/e see the same evia.ence of concern lest a false impression be 
given as to fr.e status of his communication. fie see the same penchant for 
self=depre.cstion as characterises Kierkega.ard 1 s own claim to be ''without 
authority'' o Ue see the same close links established bet\~ecn authority and 
experience. Likewise at other places in the pseudonymous works we see how 
the issues raised. by the question of authori~ found early expression in 
Kierkegaard 0 s authorshipo Thus in The Q.Qpcept of Dread the need for books 
on psychology to display a "proper psychological-poetic aU:thori ty11 is 
adduced in opposition to the writing of 11 learned works" and the lookir.:g up 
of literary proof textso 6 In the same negative vein Kierkegaard makes the 
charge that 11 in our age speculative philosophy has arrogated to itself such 
authority that it has almost tempted God to feel uncertain about Himsel~1 o 7 
In Ste,.g~s ~n Life 0 s Wt»f. a discussion on the use of the comic makes a significant 
link between n deepest suf'f'erings11 and the acquisition of 11 true authority". 8 
Yet Frater Taciturnus also speaks of "vicarious authority such as an Apostle 0 s, 
the dialectical definition of which I cannot understand though li1 reverence 
for what has been handed down to me as sacred$ I refrain from drawing any 
conclusion from my lack of lmowledge11 o 9 Furthermore, the same writer admits 
to being unable to comprehend the dialectical position of "such authoritative 
individuals as the apostles" o1 0 
As Lowrie points out, these latter admissions indicate that Kierkegaard 
"was already awake to the problem upon which his attention was riveted two 
years later by 'the case of Adler' ooo There is also much in this entry 
which presages the Unsc:j.entific Postscri-g_t" o 11 Thus, when vJe do in fact 
look in Postscript for enlightenment regarding the subject of 11 authority" we 
notice that it is closely involved with the Apostle and with "the interrelated 
problem of the authority of an ordained minister" o 12 l!.:arly in the work we 
find a reference to 11 the miraculous authority of an Apostle" $13 v1hilst it is 
?G.5 
later af:i.'ll'mcd tlla t the ·notion of being an ° outs tanding per sonali ty11 is merely 
an aesthetic notion 11 since from the religious point of vie\'J there is nothing 
validly outstanding except an Apostle 1 s paradoxical=dia.lectical authori ty'1 o 14 
Concern:U1.g tb clcr eyman~ Kierke gaard makes it clear tiw.t :; t~.e oiv:l.nc authoX'i.ty 
of the religi.ous11 is available to him for the transformation of conversation 
about even the simplest things into edH'ying discourseo15 
But what is the nature of the "divine authority of the religious"$ this 
11 paradoxical-=dialectical authority11 ? Yif'ell, above all else~ it establishes 
its bearer as a special individual and in a footnote Kierkegaard elaborates 
further upon this speciality in terms of the Apostle's existence as 
paradoxically dialecticalg 
"The Apostle 1 s dir_e9_trelationship to God 'is paradoxically 
dialectical~ because a direct one is lower (the intermediate deter= 
minant is the religiousness of immanence$ religiousness A) than the 
indirect relationship of the general congregation, since the indirect 
relationship is one between spirit and spirit, the direct relationship 
is aesthetic - and yet in this instance the direct relationship is 
highero So the Apostle's relationship is not plainly higher than 
that of the general congregation$ as a chatty person makes a gaping 
congregation believe - wherewith the whole thing returns to. the 
aesthetico Also the Apostle's direct relationship to other men is 
paradoxical~ dialectical for the fact that the Apostle's life is 
turned outward$ employed in spreading Christianity throughout kingdoms 
and lands, for this relationship is lower than the indirect relationship 
of the private person to others which is grounded in the fact that he has 
to do essentially with himselfo Tre direct relation is an aesthetic 
relation (oriented outward) and to that extent lower = and yet as an 
exception it is higher for the Apostleo This is the paradoxically 
dialectical aspecto It is not plainly hi@:l.er, for with that we get 
the world=historical bustle of this man and everybodyo The paradox 
consists precisely in the fact that what counts as higher for an 
Apostle does not so count for others" o 16 
The references here to the Apostle's status as dialectically opposed 
to that of "the general congregation" have definite implications for 
Kierkegaard 1 s own position as he debated the merits of becoming a pastor 
or remaining with the laityo But of even greater personal significance is 
his judgement that "even the introduction of Christianity into a country m~ 
involve merely an aesthetic relationship, unless it is by an Apostle whose 
existence is paradoxically dialectical" o 1 7 Kierke gaard saw his task 
increasingly in terms of the introduction of Christianity into Christendom 
and in the light of these comments in PostscriQt we may not doubt the 
importance hz attached to the question of Apostolic authority and whether he 
could. ju.sti.fiably act with such authority o 
But before VJe turn to consider in more detail Kierkegaard. 0 s internal 
strnggle ni.th the problem of his author:i.ty to act in a decisive nay~ i'!e must 
look still further at his more theoretical deliberations upon the nature of 
divine authorityo 
and especially the published r.1inor ethico=reli~ous Tre_ati~es VJhich arose out 
of that booko Now$ whilst )~ookp.bo_ut Aclle£_ has been translated into 
English and German without including Adler 1 s name in the title$18 Lov~ie is 
right in his view that 11 Adler is the warp upon which this whole fabric is 
woven11 o 1 9 But still we shall say no more about the man than is necessary 
for elucidating the main· points at issueo 
The most ~nportant fact about Adler is his cla~n to have experienced 
a revelatory 1r0,vision of light11 which caused him to react against his pristine 
adherence to Hegel and to publish a book of 11 Several Sermons11 which were 
supposed to heve been dictated by Jesus Christ himselfo This publication 
appeared in 181.0 and within the space of two years he had been examined by 
Bishop Mynster and subsequent~ relieved of his pastoral dutieso But he 
continued to write profusely and published five more books by mid 1846 = 
four of them appearing on the same d.ayo In June of that year I\j_erkegaard 
acquired all six of Adler 0 s books and studied them with such diligence as 
kept him from his Journal for six monthso 
It is not difficult to understand why .Adler 0 s claims should have been 
of so gr-eat interest to Kierlre gaard, aJ. though F'rederick Sontag0 s highly 
suppositional introduction errs in the direction of exaggerating their 
a1 . 'f' 20 gener sJ.gnJ. J.canceo Certainly Adler 1 s case enabled Kierkegaard to 
achieve a clearer perspective upon the consequences of his own philosophy 
for the concepts of election, authori~ and revelationo Kierke §:l.ard himself 
acknowledged his debt to Adler in this respect = 11 rarely has a man by going 
astray come so opportunezy to hand as has Magister Adler to me11 o 21 Yet 
as v1ith so many of his contemporaries, Kierkegaard found Adler to be no more 
than the occasion for him to develop his thinking beyond the conclusion of 
the pseudonymous authorshipo Basically Adler led Kierkegaard to correlate 
his philosophy of inwardness and paradox with the wider~ more immediate 
diwen.sions of li.J.Jostolic and clerical authorityo 1'hus far ~ontag is right 
10 o o o taken li teralJ.y it provides no s tandard with which to test 
Adler 9 s demented doctrineso To believe against the understanding is 
described in I:.~s~tscriJ>t as martyrdom, so that according to thi.s Adler 
nould be a martyro Reading Kierke ga.ard 1 s early radical subjectivity 
it is easy to see why Adler should have thought that he would find a 
O.eftmder ill Kierkegaard and came to him to plead for supporto 22 
It is equall,y easy to see Yllzy' Kierkegaard should have found being faced 
with Adler so unsettlingo Inwardness cannot be directly communicated 
and Kierkegaard has just said that indirect communication is the only 
true way (po 246) 11 and yet there stands Adler who must be directly dealt 
with and objectively ruled out of boundso Christianity is said not 
to be a doctrine (po 339) 3 but Adler is crazy and subjective and not 
within the bounds of doctrineo A sane man who actually stays within 
traditional bounds (as Kierkegaard did) can be alloned to espouse 
radical doctrines, but a crazy man cannot be allowed to be radical and 
so Adler forces a change upon Kierkegaardo In Postscript Kierkega.ard 
denies external authority; in Authority and Revelation it becomes a 
needed concept11 o 23 
But although it is true that Adler presented a challenge to Kierke&mrd, 
it is going too far to say that he thus forced a 11 change" on him and it 
certainly is not the case that Kierkegaard invoked an external authority 
hitherto denied. Here Sontag makes the same kind of error as that made by 
scholars who would see Kicrkega.ard's views on authority as leadinghim 
towards Catholicismo This has been maintained by E. Przywara 24 whilst 
H. Roos subsecribes to Geismar 1 s view that Kierkegaard' s theory of apostolic 
authority "would lead inevitably into Catholicism if it was effected" o 25 
This viewpoint has been well countered by Louis Dupr{~ who points to 
Kierkegaard's emphasis upon the importance of the authoritative individual's 
26 
existence as keeping him firmly within the Protestant campo But surely 
it is not necessary to produce even such elementary counter arguments in 
order to re:fute Sontag and the catholicising Kierkegaardians. L,r6'nning does 
enough when he asserts that such theorising 11 has reflected more upon where 
(Kierkegaard 1 s theory of authority) will lead than upon from where it stems 
and to what motives it vmuld give expression" o 27 L/&'nning expands his 
point as follows~ 
''The fact that the preacmne of Christienity ha~pens 11ith 
0Autho:d.ty 0 does not therefore signify that the preaching possesses 
ih the. t:hurch' s authority an objective factor by \ihich it is suH-;orted, 
but.s> on the contrary, it signifies th3..t t.i1a messaGe in :i;t::;elf lJossesses 
an authority which does not allow itself to be usurped l:ly anything else 
o o o and the preacher 1 s relationship to that he prsaches mt<st let tnis 
come oJ.eorJy to exp:r:-cssiono .hen taken to c::trc.rucs it c0.n be !:jaid 
that 'a :~'ricst is essentially 1Jl1f1t l.re is by O:cdine.tion, ancl urcl;.nation 
is a teacher's paradoxical change in time v1hereby in tjme he becomes 
something other than he nould be tirrough the imnia:trent dev;:;lol_;lllcnt of 
genius' talents' gi.fts etco I (J~os_ts(}rij:lt Po 2L:4) = the meaninr; is 
266 
clear enough~ Ordination is an expression for the instant's paradoxical 
ch8racter as the brealcing~in point of eternity, and its function and 
task is to be a dam against every tendency tonards the aesth:::ticising 
of the Christian revelationo Ordina.tion ha_s objective ~n.d __ clc.c~s,tv_e, 
si@:i£:!;c~~~=iJ!~of,¥'="~~L _ij;_,~_.p~pj;~~p~ti;_,~. ~=~ -~== ~~he~~a,rad~JS ~qq~ J?az:aft.<?,~, 
from which eo =hes,g it follows that it can hardly have significance as an: 
objective and independent guarantee for the truth of Christianityo 'l'hus 
there will be found in Kierkegaard no analysis or development of the 
office us significance in and for itself. His vie;J can be just as little 
taken for a sign (intekt) of Gatholicism as of modern protestant 
subjectivising nith its principle of nullifying the ofl'ice 1 s significanceo 
. But one cannot understand Kierker;aard 1 s talk about the authority of the 
ecclesb.stical office before one is clear that tll..e thought at 1,:ost i~lays 
a derived and secondary role g it is a peripheral thought, in itself a 
necessary consequence of the paradox but in no wey to be thought of as 
a starting point for the dra1Ting df ncu conclusions'' • 28 
Here L:D'nning concerns himself explicitly 11ith the authority of the 
clergyman as treated by Kierlregaard, but the points he makes here are valid 
for the principle of authority in generaL Adler did not cause Kierke gaard 
to. 11 change" his earlier position on Christianity as founded on subjectivity 
and paradoxa Kierlregaard did not feel any need to temper such a view of 
Christianity by giving emphasis to the principles of external authorityo 
On the contrary, it \?as the notions of authority and revelation Ylhich required 
clarification in terms of his established Christian understandingo Adler 
was of service to Kierlregaard insofar as the latter came to a gr-eater 
understanding of how he might justifiably proceed along a rather more explicit 
and negative path towards the introduction of Christianity into Christendom, 
and under nhat authorityo 
ffor Kierkegaard 1 s purposes the Adler case prompted a deepened awareness 
on two countso Just as the Corsair incident had recent~ acquainted 
Kierkegaard with the radical dissoluteness of his social milieu, so Adler 
as a phenomenon represented 11 the Religious Confusion of the Present Time11 o 29 
But on the more personal level Kierkega.ard r1as enabled to delve more deeply 
he came jnto the le.tter categoryo ':t:hus taking the question a state furthe:c 
he exa.mines tr..e difference bet11een the genius and the A:;?ostle vr.ith especial 
c..ttcnJ;;ion beinr; p13.id to tLei'r· respective authorityo 
addressed himself' to the problem of nhere he stands in relation to these 
\lith regard to Kierkegaard 0 s deepened anareness of the confusion 
apparent in the present age a para(1'aph under the heading 11 I.Iago Adler as an 
epigr-am upon present day Christianity11 illustrates this nell enough~ 
"~1lagister Ao v1as in fact born and confirmed in geog,t'aphical 
Christendom and belonged to it o o o so he was a Christian (as we all of 
us are Christians)~ he was a candidate in theology o o o so he i7as a 
Christian (as we all of us are Christians); he became a Christian priest 
= and then for the first time he had a curious experience~ OHing to a 
deep :L.11pression upon his life he oa.me .mor.e seriously into contact with 
the decision o o o to become a Christiano Just then tThen he had come 
nearer to being a Christian than ever before during all the time he was 
a Christian~ just then he was deposedo .And his deposition· nas quite 
proper, for then for the first time the State Church had an opportunity 
to become aware how it stood vdth his Christianityo But the epigr-am· 
remains nevertheless that as a pagan he became a Christian priest, and 
that when he had undeniably come somewhat nearer to being a Christian 
he was deposed11 o 30 
Both Hohlenberg and Lowrie quote this passage as a pointer to major themes 
in the final polemic ~31 and phrases like 11 geogr-aphical Christendom" and 
11 we are all Christians" evoke an immediate response in the minds of those 
familiar with The Instanto As we see, Ki.erkegaard does not blame the State 
Church for acting as it did against Adler; indeed, it acted quite correct~ 
in his view and Mynster comes in for a good deal of praise during the course 
of this booko This is in accordance withKierlregaard's desire to be a 
defence for the State Church and its Primate in so far as this was possibleo 
But Ki.erlre gaard' s pointing to a certain irony in the Church's behaviour in 
this case indicated that his defence will always be of a conditional nature~ 
qualified by the degr-ee of honesty to which the Establishment can aspit.eo 32 
He will at the same time be restrained from openly attacking the Church by 
his scruples over whether he has the necessary authority to act so decisivelyo 
This is the most important aspect of Kierkegaard 0 s involvement with the Adler 
case and it is to this that Vle now turn. 
'l'he problem of' hmv the individual man is realted to man in society was 
occupying Kierkegaard from the earliest days of his \'Jork as an authoro In 
Judge "t;·illiam 1 s essay entitled "Equilibrium11 it is made clear' that~ although 
t:ha individual 1 s objective is to be hiinself 11 this ailn is nevertheless another~ 
for the self which is the aim is not an abstract self nhich fits everyvrhere » 
and hence nowhere, but a concrete self which stands in reciprocal relations 
with these surroundings, these conditions of li-fe, this natural order. 'l'his 
self which is the aim is not merely a personal self but a social, a civic 
selfl1 • .3.3 There has been some argument~ especially between Lindstrom and 
Bohlin, on the place allotted to 11 the exceptional marr' in Kierkegaard's 
thinking at this pointo 34 Bohlin contends that Kierkegaard develops a 
wholly negative attitude towards community life on the basis of Judge 
':iilliam 0 s allowance of exceptions to this idea of man in concretQo \:ith 
Lindstr0om we would argue that Bohlin is, to sa:y the least, guilty of· 
exaggerated interpretation at this point. But yet it is true that in 
E~ther-=Or Kierkegaa.rd 11 contemplated the p()ssility that the faulty exception 
to the universal human might eventually become exceptional in a good sense11 o35 
In opposition to Bohlin, it must be maintained that Kierkegaard 1 s struggling 
with the exceptional man/common man dichotomy bore fruit, not in the debate 
about the viability of a Christian community, but in the debate about the 
authority and status of the extraordinary man as a purveyor of Christian 
trutho It was Adler who provided this debate with a concentrated point 
of referenceo 
The nature of Adler 1 s importance is made clear by Kierkegaard at the 
very start of his bookg 
11 It was in the year 1 84.3 that Magister Adler published his Sermons, 
in the preface to which he announced with the utmost solemnity that he 
had experienced a revelation, that by this a new doctrine was communicated 
to him, and in the sermons themselves he distinguished (and thereby made 
everything definitely clear) between the discourses which were by him 
and those which were by the direct assistance of the Spirit ••• At that 
time, strange as it may seem now, afterwards, he was a teacher in the 
State-Church, he had, if one will so say, happily and well become a 
priest, only then occured the event which must put him in the position 
of the special individual extr~~ by having a new· point of 
departure from G6d11 o .36 
So the revelation set Adler apart as a special~ extraordinary individualo 
However~ Adler desired still to remain as a priest in the ~tate=Churcho This 
promptecl Kierkegaard to delve more deeply into the existential consequences 
of boing the bearer of direct revelations from Christo he concludes that 
"To VJish to be in the service of the Es tablisbment, and then to wish to 
perform a service, which aims precisely at the life of the J..>;stablishment, is 
just as unreasonable as if one were to wish to be in the service of a man, 
and yet to admit openly that his labour and zeal were to serve this man's 
enemy11 o J7 
The conclusion to be drawn is that the receipt of divine revelation 
automatically presa~s exclusion from the generality of mankind and 
detachment from the established institutionso \lith such a revelation 
something new is brought into the worldo Any new development automatically 
strikes at the very principles of the Establishment and so there can be no 
question of the extraordinary man identifying himself with the £stablishment 
or the Establishment identifying itself with himo Such a situation spells 
conflict, JB and an essential characteristic of the extraordinary man vdll 
be his willingness to endure suffering and self-sacrificeo 
Nm7 ~ Kier:Klegaard does not have to look far for an example of the 11 ordinary 
individual" = Bishop llf1ynster is seen to represent this class admirablyo59 
Kier:Klegaard writes a most eloquent panegyric about l.jynster which is unsparing 
in its praise of his "lofty calm ooo sober discretion of seriousness ooo noble 
turn of expression o o o (standing) unshaken as a foundation pillar11 o The 
old and well lmown teachings found him 11 a spring so f'resh and so refreshing~ 
an expression so noble, so beautiful and so rich that during a long life he 
profoundly moved many and after his death he will continue to move many11 o 
He is one of these who finds pleasure in 11 expressing the universal and o o o 
marching to~ther in the ranks and teaching the rest of us to mark time" o 
Yet "Bishop lv';ynster is indeed no gr-eat man o o o he has invented nothing' o 
It is this latter fact which distinguishes Iviynster from the extraordinary 
mana 'l'he special individual, by the novelty of his revelation, threatens 
2/0 
the very pillars SUlJpo:cting the ::Sstablishment and so must stand outside 
of the Bstablishmento 
But could Kierkegaard himself claim to be such an extraordinary man? 
In fact he makes no such claim for himself~ but it is possible~ as Ccismar 
has shown~ that the qualification ascribed to the extraordinary man is 
appropriate to KierY£gaard 0 n own position. It is maintained in .'1)1~~Bo_o)~ 
on A<ller that g 
11 The truly extraordinary man must have the presupposition of his 
ago constantly at his service~ in a highly eminent degr-ee he must have 
at his disposition that which is the conspicuous mark of our ageg 
reflection and intelligence •• o though a revelation is a paradoxical 
immediacy, yet if it should happen to anyone in our age» it must also 
be recognisable in him by the serviceable reflection with 'IJhich he 
accepts ito His reflection must not overwhelm the extraordinary 
man, but he must have reflection to introduce it into the age11 o 40 
Geismar points out that Kierkegaard 1 s aesthetic output gave clear evidence 
of his faithfulness to the reflection of his age.41 Indeed, he published 
Crisis in the Life of an Actress to re=establish what he feared might tehis 
waning aesthetic reputationo42 The extraordinary man has also to secure 
himself against becoming identified with the prevailing revolutionary 
movements, forg 
11 
o o o the 1 man of movement 1 has nothing eternal, and therefore nothing 
f~m 9 so as a consequence thereof he has not the courage to become the 
recognisable individual who wills something and will take risks for i~1 o 
But the extraordinary man, far from seeking congr"atulation as the head of the 
Movement, stands alone 
11 forsaken, pointed out in the pillory of the special individual o o o 
recognisable by the fact that he was executed - certainly it is a matter 
of course that after this he cannot very well go about with congratulations 
- but neither can he be mistaken for another". 43 
'l'hese words must have been vir"itten when the events of the Corsair 
incident were vivid in Kierkega.ard' s mind, and surely Geismar is right to 
view them as testimony to the writer 1 s ovm act of disassociation from the 
revolutionary vogue. 
]'urthermore, it is the duty of the extraordinary man to make sacrifices 
and to make himself repulsive, 11 so that no-one would wish to be like him or 
to be as he is" o This he would do out of love for the Establishment and 
27-i 
the ordinary man~ this vJOuld be his a sacrifice offered to the u..niversal11 o 
l:&dler could nave made himself repulsive by resigning his office on the 
pretext that the whole thing of being a priest VJas only a fleeting fancy~ 
all the r1hile ensuring that this interpretation of his action ,.,as taJ.;:en as 
the true one ~ 
"Thereupon he n1ight perhaps have furnished a poetical account 
wherein he would have described a demon who knew the lack of religious= 
ness and of Christianity in our age~ nho nas sent by the devil to show 
what Ghristiani ty was and to scorn it~ he who in his heart vJas not 
merely a pagan but a bephistopheles. He became a priest and attained 
>~.i:1e triumph of scorn over IJ!en. 'l'hereupon he resigned his office. All 
the better sort in the established order would be disgusted v1i th such 
a repulsive thing, and it is precisely tbe better sort who should be 
protected against harm11 • 44 
Such a devious way of inspiring revulsion against oneself is starkly 
reminiscent of Kierkegaard' s own behaviour towards Regina and the act of 
self~sacrifice he made in giving her up. In the same way as he suggested 
Adler should resign his office ioeo as if giving up something which he 
considered to be of only passing interest, so Kierkegaard had "flippantly' 
cast Regina aside in true blackguardly fashion. Then subsequently the reviled 
blackguard steps forward to heap scorn upon the contemporary religious 
situation and to praise the institution of marria@S. 'rhe parm:llel between 
Adler as the potential extraordinary man and Kierkeg;:Lard himself seems again 
to justify Geismar's contention that the first chapter of the Book on Adler 
is a disguised affirmation of his own claim to be a special individua1.45 
Thus we may conclude that Kierkeg;:Lard' s enquiry into "the case of Adler" 
effectively assured him of his own status as den Extraord.inaire. Of course 
he never ceased to debate the issues involved, and the extraordinary or 
exceptional man is the subject of many, many entries in the Journals right 
up until the end. 
Yet even before Adler came on the scene Kierkegaard had analysed the 
concept of "the exception" to the point of making some significant differ-
entiations. Thus in Repetition Constantine Gonstantius offers a description 
of the poetic exception as one who thinks the universal with serious passion. 
But yet such a poet represents only a transition "to the more properly 
1 h l . . 11 )~,6 aristocratic exceptions~ name y, t e re igJ..ous e:.ccept1ons o This can 
be supplemented by the rather more picturesque comparison in ;t-:qsts_cri_p~g 
11
' • .'11en Juliet sinks in impotence because she has lost Homeo ~ nhen 
her imnediacy has breathed its lH.st, and sha has lost :iomeo so that even 
.i:lomeo coula. no long,er COLifort her, because the possession itseJ.f c!OUJ.d 
011~y be a sad daily reminder; and nhen the last friend~ all unhappy 
lovers 1 last friend~ the poet, is silent - then the religious orator 
VJill dare to break this sil<:mceo Jjut perhaps for the purpose of 
presenting a little assortment of excellent consolations? Then indeed 
would the insulted Juliet turn to the poet, and the latter would~ by 
assigning with victorious aesthetic authority his reverence a place 
in the lOYJ comic parts of the tragedy, defend th..a.t which i,n all eternity 
rightly belongs to t:b..e poetg the lovable, the despairine Julieto No, 
the religious orator will dare to proclaim new sut'1'ering, still more 
fearful, and this will cause Juliet to rise again" o 47 
Here the respective authority of the poetic and religious spheres is defined, 
and these kinds of authority correspond to the poetic and religious exceptions 
as described by Constantineo It is left to Johannes de Silentio to )rovide 
a more precise analysis of the religious exceptiono So, as 1ialantschuk 
puts itg 
"Repetition culminates in a poetic exception who wants to serve 
the universal; in Fear and 'l'rembling, the exception is in a religious 
categoryo As one who serves, the poetic exception is in continuous 
touch with the universal; the religious exception on the other hand 
is set outside the universal, and through his. absolute isolation the 
individual breaks aJila::J from pr:i.mar:y- dependence on the race and becomes 
the single individual (den Enkel te.J" o 48 
Having thus already defined the categories of poetic and religious 
exceptions, Kierkegaard was well equipped to penetrate further into the 
problem of whether he was the exception as genius (poet) or the exception 
as Apostle (the religious exception) in the light of Adler's claimso The 
result of his enquiries was a masterly treatise entitled "On the difference 
between a genius and an Apostle" which, although part of the unpublished 
Book on Adler~ was in fact published separately as one of the :fwo l\:iinor 
Ethico-Religious Treatise_§, of 1849o49 With every justification Hohlenberg 
can say of this book that 11 there is nothing like it in the world 1 s litera ture11 o 50 
Within the conte~t of the Book on Adler this exposition serves to make the 
point that~ because of the qualitative difference behveen the two positions» 
Adler cannot cla~n to be the recipient of a revelation~ in apostolic fashion~ 
from Christ, and then subsequently to content himself with the role of a ~niuso 
?T3 
Either he has aluays been merely a genius~ in which case the initial claims 
to have been calloiiqyarevelation is false; or else he did receive such a 
revelation~ in which case his ensuing behaviour gives evidence only of a 
rexnarJ.r.ably conf'used state of mindo Yet outside of this :immediate context~ 
Kicrkegaard 1 s analysis of the difference betl.recn a g;enius and an apostle 
has a much broader area of application including~ not least~ 1\.ierket;aarCl. 
himselfo thilst his careful investigations have succeeded in shor1ing the 
spurious nature of Adler 1 s claims, both the requirement felt by the present 
a§e for the advent of an extraordinary man and the possibility of Kierkegaard 
himself being called to such a role have become much more clearly definedo 
But Kierkegaard must avoid Adler 1 s confusion and become clear as to precisely 
vrhere his onn extraordinariness lies and how this might be made manifest. Is 
he a genius or an Apostle? ~'irst of all the terms must be definedo 
Kierkegaard relates the problem to the contemporary situation as 
followsg 
"~HJat~ exactly~ have the errors of exegesis and philosophy done in 
ord.er to confuse Christianity, and how have they confused Christianity? 
Quite briefly and categorically, they have simply forced back the sphere 
of paradox=religion into the sphere of aesthetics, and, in consequence, 
have succeeded in bringing Christian terminology to such a pass that 
terms which;· as long ~s they remain within their sphere, are qualitative 
categories~ can be put to almost any use as clever expressions. If the 
sphere of paradox-religion is abolished, or explained away in aesthetics, 
an Apostle becomes neither more nor less than a genius, and then - good 
night Christianity~ Esprit and the Spirit, revelation and originality, 
a call from God and genius, all end by meaning more or less the same 
thingS' 0 51 
However, as Kier lre gaard then goes on to explain, 11 A genius and an 
Apostle are qualitatively different, they are definitions which each belong 
in their own spheres; the sphere of immanence, and the sphere of transcendence11 ~ 2 
Apostles are called whilst poets can be born, the essential difference between 
them being centred around the concept of divine authori~. Unlike the genius 
"An Apostle can never come to himself in such a way that he becomes 
conscious of his apostolic calling as a factor in the development of 
his lifeo Apostolic calling is a paradoxical factor, which from first 
to last in his life stands paradoxically outside his personal identi~ 
with himself as the definite person he is" o 5.3 
Then againg 
11 C-enius is appreciated purely aesthetically~ accoro.ing to the 
measure of its content~ and its specific neight; an Apostle is what 
he is through having divine authorityo Divine authoritr _is, 
q~aJi ~a ti velyi_~t_he oa.e_cio~i.. ve_.J'~QtoF" o 54 
?.ll:. 
This sentence contains the essence of Kierkegaard 9 s argument in the treatise~ 
and. it is to the expansion of this point that he no11 turns at some lengtho 
There can be no question of the man called by a revelation~ and to vrhom a 
doctrine is entrusted~ appealing to his own cleverness in order to establish 
the authenticity of his authority. For Sto Paul~ if he entered into a 
purely aesthetic or philosophical discussion of the doctrine entru~tam to 
him» would be nothing more than a foolo All he can say is that he makes 
his hearers and readers: 
11 ooo eternally responsible for your relation to this doctrine~ 
by having proclaimed it as revealed to me~ and consequently proclaimed 
it Pith divine authority. 
11 Authority is the decisive quality II 0 0 0 55 
Such authority as God gives a man through the entrusting of him to a divine 
revelation cannot be proved or characterised by physical certaintyo To ask 
for such physical proof is tantamount to making a fool of God. Authority 
cannot be acquired - even through the process of coming to understand the 
doctrine perfectly. For 
"Authority :isaspecific quality which~ coming from elsewhere, becomes 
qualitatively apparent when the content of the message or of the action 
is posited as indifferent". 56 
In this way Kierkegaard establishes the qualitative distinction between the 
word-with-authority and the word-without-authority. 57 In the former case 
it is the authority rather than the word which is decisive. Even though 
Christ might sr;eak the very same words as Plato, his teaching is to be 
unconditionally accepted simply on account of his authority as the Absolute 
Paradox. Plato's teaching, on the other hand~ is subject to the usual 
aesthetic evaluations before it may come to be accepted. It is to this 
paradoxicality tha± all authority is ultimately traced: 
"Between God and man ••• there is and remains an eternal~ essential~ 
qualitative difference. The radox~reli ·ous relationshi (which, 
quite rightly, cannot be thought but only believed appears when God 
appoints_~rt~cular man to divine author:h"t:,y, in relation, be it 
carefully noted, to that which God has entrusted to him. The man thus 
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called is no longer related as man to man ,q_~ man; his relationship 
to other men is not that of a qualitative difference (such a.s genius$ 
exceptional gifts~ ~osition~ etco), be is related paradoxical~ by 
having a specific quality vrhich no immanence can resolve in the eq_uality 
of eter.n:ttyl' o 58 
'.:Chis statement leads Kierkeuw.rd conveniently on to his third o.nd final 
sub=headingg 11 Genius has only an :ilnmanent teleology; the .1\pos tle is 
absolutely, paradoxically,teleologically placed11 o 59 The substance of 
this brief section is contained in its final sentenceg 
11 No €;J3nius has an in or~der_ t_h_~; the Apostle has absolutely and 
paradoxically, an in order that" o 
Having thus analysed the respective roles of the 5~nius and the Apostle, 
Kierkegaard was in a better position to understand where he was placedo He 
concludes that, uhilst he is entitled to call himself extraordinary, he 
manifests this as a genius or poet rather than as an Apostleo 'l'his conclusion 
entails two important consequences for his future life and worko 
1) Because, as we saw earlier, Kierke gaard' s thinking on the concept 
of apostolic authority is closely linked to his views on ordination and 
priesthood, his rejection of any personal claims to Apostleship meant that 
his ambitions in the direction of a pastoral vocation must ultimately be 
thwartedo Gregor Malantschuk1 s compact study of the conflict in Kierkegaard 1 s 
development between the urge towards poetic expression and a post as a 
village pastor has been published as part of the introduction to· Armed 
6o Neutrality and An Open Lettero Here Malantschuk tends to emphasise 
Kierkegaard's "widening vision of the poet and his task11 as a factor 
militating against his becoming ordained, rather than any development in 
his views on the priest's authorityo However, Hohlenberg is left in no 
doubt that 
01 Through this recognition (of himself as ~n extra,ordinaire) 
Kierkegaard has finally an asnwer to the question about the possibility 
of his accepting aO@ll to the priesthoodo Even if economic reasons 
still persisted to arise, the matter was nevertheless now decidedo If 
he is den extraordinaire, then every official post is eo ipso 
impossible" o 6t 
In fact, Malantschuk' s emphasis needs to be supplemented by Hohlenberg' s 
view of the que s tiono Certainly the idea of taking a country parish had 
concept of poetic authority is familiar on account of several references in 
the pseudonyms o Kierlregaard 1 s unilateral development of this latter 
concept nas obviously a strong influence drmJing him auay from tr...e i?astoral 
ministryo Yet so too rras the greater clarification he achieved by 
relating the issues of' the Adler case to the \Jhole problem of' ordination 
and the authority thus endorredo As he progressed in his enquiries as to 
the nature of religious authority~ the attainment of such authority :receded 
farther and farther from his grasp. The Apostle 1 s authority nas of the same 
paradoxical~dialectical type as that exercised by Christ himselfo It Has 
derived from a direct revelation which spanned the 1 »800 years and drer1 
upon Christ as the Absolute Paradox for its validityo ~G.er ke gaard could 
lay claim to no such revelation of neVT doctrine, thus he vras 11 vl:ifhout authority" 
- a poet. By a further process of derivation, the Priest by ordination also 
preaches with the paradoxical authority of the Apostles of Christ and so of 
God Himself - such an authoritative position Kierkegaard also had to decline a 
Nov1 the question is raised nhcther Kierkegaard realJ,y recognised such an 
authority as characteristic of the ordained preachero An ansvrer to this 
question has already been provided with the help of a quotation from Per 
Basically Lowrie is right whenbe says that Kierkegaard did not 
expressly deal with the question, 11 wbere is the seat of authority in religion?11 
but he wrestled long and earnestly i'lith a still more personal question, 
"':that religious authority as a teacher do I, S,d'ren Kierkegaard, possess?" 63 
Lowrie goes on to suggest that 11 It is significant that he did not seek to 
settle this question by having himself ordained" o Just how this is significant 
is a difficult problem to resolveo Does it signify Kierkegaard' s anareness 
of his onn lack of vwrthiness? Gl1- Or is it related to his increasing 
arrareness of how corrupt the clergy had become in general? Probably both 
these motives played their parto But of most importance was his renewed 
commitment to the role of genius with poetic authority follovJing the elimination 
of authority by revelation or ordination as a qualit-y to r1hich he might lay 
clailu. he fe1 t called to be the extraordina.ry man the a~.:;e clelllanc1ed ~ thus 
in one sense go:Lne; beyond the priest as an ofl'icer of the StR.tc Church 
(Eohlenbe:r.g). Dut at the same time he ne..s more than ever a':are of the 
possib~.litics :inherent in t~1e role of poetic .;onius a:.1d. so ~Je.s content to 
rernain short of claiming divine authority as conferred on tne }-,.postle and 
priest (t,ialantschuk) o 
2) So Kierkegaa.t>d became convinced of' his role as a poet 11 rJithout 
authority11 • \lhilst the task of introducing Christianity into heathendom 
devolved upo~ the Apostle, because the task :involved the dissemination of 
new doctrine amongst a community hitherto unacquainted with such doctrine; 
it was for the extraordinary man to introduce Christianity into Christendom. 
This latter task does not involve the dissemination of nen teaching nor such 
Apostolic ploys as the recruitment of disciples. 65 In Christendom the 
doctrine is already \Jell enough known. In this situation the basic need 
is for a movement in the direction of inwardness, v1i th a parallel movement 
array f'rom Christianity as objectively determined. A protest must be made 
against the nay in v1hich the authorities have emptied Christianity of its 
passion and subjectivity. But could this situation be corrected by appeal 
to a counter authority? So long as hope still remains tba t Christendom is, 
at least potentially, a vehicle of Christian truth, then the answer to this 
question must be in the negative. By making the admission, the leaders of 
the established Church might yet revert to an even keel, and the evocation 
of this admission vdll come about, not by a direct assault, but poetically 
through the activity of one who is "without authority" o 
Although he was not confident of his call to be a direct assailant 
or "witness to the truth", Kierkegaard did feel able to cast himself in 
this role of the exception as poet. But be it noted that this was not 
merely a continuation of his poetical career prior to 1846G 'l'hen the poet 
as aesthete was dominant, now his duty lies in the religious sphere. The 
pseudonymous authorship had been "put under arrest by the religious" and 
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Kierkegaard had looked upon his submission to ordination as a means of showing 
27U 
11 that C;:1e) h.ad been a religlous wan and that the pseudonyms \Jere sometb.ing 
f . t { h. ) _, 66 ore1gn ·o \ 11!l " o How his plan nas to continue as a nriter ~ but 
essentially a religious writer or~ more precisely~ a religious poeto 
67 pcopl<) by means of the id.eals11 o He was 11 unauthorised11 because he r:as not 
an A::?ostle~ neither vras he a priest~ nor nas he the recipient of a direct 
revela tiono He 11 moved 
t.he direction of:' innard 
people" insofar as he laboured for 10 disquietude in 
68 
change"\) thus fulfilling the requirements :f'or 
introducing Christianity :into Christendomo But it was the agency of '1 the 
ideals'~ he derived from remaining simply a poeto 
writes that 
11 He ali ty is for the poet merely an occasion~ a point of departure» 
from nhich he f:pes in search of the ideality of' the possible o 'l'he 
pathos of the poet is therefore essentially :iJ:nae;inative pathoso An 
attempt ethically to establish a poetic relationship to reality is 
therefore a misunderstanding, a bacbvard step1 o 69 
It is on this basis that Kierkegaard pursues his later authorship as a 
spokesman for Christian ideality. As a poet~ he has not necessarily to 
exist in the categories about which he writes, yet he still carries a 
lesson~ albeit 11 without authority" which Christendom would do well to heedo 
There can be no question of a man initiating Church reform before he has 
tackled the question of whether his existence accords with the demands of 
the New Testamento However, such a yearning for reform was only too 
prevalent in Kierkega.ard's day and it v1as under the slogan '~I am only a 
poet11 that he set out to present Christianity in all its idealityo 70 
1'he indulgence which is gr-anted the poet when he expounds ideal 
standards, to which his own existence does not correspond, prompts Kierkega.ard 
to emphasise the need for him to awnit such devianceo Having described the 
sacrifice which is expected of 11 the single man" who is obedient to God's 
commands~ Kierkegaard states categorically: "I admit that I am not such a 
man, I am only a poet11 o 7i Similarly the task of the poet is to promote 
honesty by conf'ronting Christians, or so-called Christians, with the ideals 
of their fai tho This is brought out especially strongly in Judge for Yourselve~: 
279 
":C arn only a..Yl unauthoritative poctp who at the rHost contends for 
the admission of our v.eakness o o o 72 
"Yet if now the situation is thus VJith a Christian rJorld$ Christian 
states etco ~ is it not then true that r;e have the very gr:'eatest need 
to become sober? find is it not then too ILildest possible thing (yet 
\~Jhat nonde··~ i.t :Ls so mild s;nce it is I that propose it~ X v1ho am the 
\"leak u..11authoritative :poetg) = is it not the mildest possible thing when 
there is no question of anything but the admission of i t'/11 73 
Superficially Kier lre gaard is open to the charge that he is a hypocrite in 
company with, and for the same reasons as the priests he condemns o At the 
centre of Kier kegaard 1 s polemic against the clergy is the char go that their 
lives do not correspond with their preachingo But does not Kierkegaard 
admit that he too is guilty in this way when he describes himself as a poet 
who presents ideals with nhich his existence does not accord? Indeed this 
is the case, but the emphasis must be on the word 10 admi t 11 o In The Instant 
Kierkegaard establishes the relationship between the poet and the priestg 
"Christianity is renunciation of this \"JOrldo This is the theme of 
the professor 1 s lecture, and then he makes lecturing his career, without 
so much as admitting that this after all is not Christianityo If it is 
Christianity, where then is the renunciation of this world? No, this is 
not Christianity~ it is a poet's relation to Christianity = The priest 
preaches, he 'witnesses' (No, I thank you kindly~), that Christianity is 
renunciation, and then makes preaching his remunerative profession; he 
does not so much as admit to himself that this is not Christianity. But 
where is the renunciation? Is not this then also a poet=relationship? 
"·But the poet plays the hypocrite with men = and the priest is a poet, 
as we have seeno So then the official worship is to play hypocrite - and 
to attain this great blessing the state naturally does not hesitate to 
spend moneyo 
11 If hypocrisy is to be checked, the mildest form in which this can 
come about is for the 'priest' to make the admission that this after all 
is not Christianity otherlllise we have hypocrisy" o 74 
So both the poet and the priest 11 play the hypocrite'~ , but the important 
difference between them is that the poet can pursue his non=existentially 
reduplicated presentation of Cr~istian ideality so long as he denies any 
claim to divine authorityo But the priest contradicts himself and his office 
if he claims to be "vlithout authori ty11 o V~st not be~g an Apostle, the 
priest is of a kind with the Apostle in his paradoxical relationship to the 
generality of meno Through ordination he has an authority which can only 
be disonned through a word or act of hypocrisy. If the priest says he is 
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without authority then he is a J:zypocri teo But r~ is no less of a hypocrite 
when his authoritative preaching finds no parallel in his existenceo Unlike 
the poet, the priest cannot deny his authority; he can only act as if v1hat he 
preaches does not a:pply to himo 'i'his is the greatest hypocrisy to rJhich the 
only antidote is the admissiono 
Now we note that Kierkegaard describes the admission as "the mildest 
form" in which hypocrisy can be checked~ and this corresponds to tm passage 
in Judg<Lf_or Yours~ where the call for an admission is described as "the 
mildest possible thing1 o This concern for mildness is also connected with 
his denial of personal authorityo As a poet he was only authorised to 
present the ideals in an imaginative wayo \~hilst he might lament the 
absence of a "Thou shalt" in contemporary Christianity~ still he was not the 
one to enunciate such an authoritative injunctiono His task was to present 
the ideals as possibility~ without passing direct judgement and without 
issuing any commands other than the significant t~ judge for yourselves11 o 75 
The introduction of the pseudoqym Anti-Climacus was designed precise~ to 
underline his distance from any judgemental roleo In theory he could have 
published Training in Christiani!Y and Sickness unto Death in his own name~ 
resting content with a specific and clear disavowal of divine authority - as 
he had done with the edifying discourses of earlier yearso But because 
Anti-dlimacus ~wed up the Christian demand so much higher than Kierkegaard 
76 had reached himself, the added precaution of a pseudonym became necessaryo 
Nobody must get the idea that Kierkegaard was asking for more than the 
admissiono As we saw earlier, central to Kierkegaard 1 s strategy was the 
maintenance of an option for him to be a defence for the established Church 
once the admission was madeo Presumab~ such support would have been given 
in his own name and so if such a strategy was to retain its credibility he 
could not put his name to a direct attack on the establishmento By the 
continued use of a pseudonym and by repeated claims to be 11 without authori ty11 
the authorship thus proceeded from the pen of a poet who emphasised the 
existential consequences of calling oneself a Christian~ but with no objective 
beyond tl1..e evocation of an admission such as h3 offered on his own behalf o 
In 1 855 Kicrlre{;aard. described his poetic role as follows g 
I bee;an by giving myself out to be a poet aiming slyly at nhat 
I thour;..ht might r1ell be the real situation of official Ghristia._nity ll 
that the difference betneen a Freethinker. a._nd. off.'ic:iaJ. C.:bd.stianity :i.s 
that the .!J'reethinker is an honest man t':.ho bluntly ,'l.0o~eJlo_~ that Christianity 
is poetry l> }~i_c1:r~.~€i~ whereas official Christianity is a forr:,er who 
solemnly protests that Christianity is something quite different~ and 
by this means conceals the fact that for its part it does actually 
turn Christianity into poetry~ doing avJay with the following of Christ~ 
so that only through the poner of imagination is one related to the 
Pattern w bilst living for one 0 s own part in entirely different categories~ 
which means to be related poetically to Christianity or to ·transform 
it into poetry nhich is no more morally binding than poetry essentially 
is; and at last one casts tl'..e Pattern away entirely and lets what it 
is to be a man, mediocrity, count pretty nearly as the idealo 
11 Under the name of a poet I then dren out a number of ideals, 
brought forth that to which - yes P to which 1 ,000 royal functionaries 
are bound by an oatho And these good men noticed nothing whatever, 
they felt perfectly secure, to such a degcee was everything spiritless= 
ness (ioe. stupidity) and rtorldliness; these good men had no prescnti~ 
ment that anything was hidden behind the poet = that the line of action 
rJas that of a detective 1 s shrewdness in order to malre the person 
concerned feel secure, a method the police use precisely for the sake 
of having a chance to get a profounder insighto 
"Then some time elapsed a I even stood in very good terms with 
these perjured men= and quite quietly I managed to introduce the idealsp 
and at the same time got acquainted with the men vlith whom I had to 
deal" o 77 
As it stands this is a good summary of Kierkegaard's plan of campaign up 
to the point when he began to speak out most decisi~ely against the established 
Church and its 11 1 ,000 royal functionaries" o He goes on to describe how, 
following the outcry which met his article against Bishop Martensen about 
Mynster, 11 this poet suddenly transforms himself" and produced the New 
Testament as evidence against the priests. In other words, he now spoke 
out without reserve = the 11 poe t 11 was changed into the militant protaganis t on 
behalf of New Testament Christianity over against the prevailing 11 1Jynsterish11 
deceito This analysis of Kierkegaard 1 s stt:ategy is important for the point 
of view of this chapter because it links the unauthoritative poet vdth the 
policy of restrainto Ue have seen how Kierkegaard 9 s claim to be 11 Vlithout 
authority' is linked to the call for an admission, and now we see that, in 
common with this call the role of unauthoritative poet determined Kierkegaard 
to defer the attack as long as possibleo His authorship had met with little 
attention or understanding so a direct a,tteck was inevitable~ but in the 
meantime Kierkegaard. carried out his task as the poet, "vlithout authority" o 
Honever ~ the surJmary account in Tm~~I_J}_s~~! says nothing about tr.ro 
important aspects of K:i.erl<_0t;;aard 0 s enquiry into the nat'l.'re of' authority 
in general end his own authority in particularo On the one band there r:1as 
his increased interest in tl1..e true character and credentials of the rritness 
to the truth, and on the other there v1as his wrestling v1ith the question of 
nhether he could claim such status for himself o Before concluding this 
chapter~ something must be said ~dth respect to both these issueso 
As Carl Jps'rgensen has pointed out, there is an ambiguity in the 
assignation "witness to the truth11 which came to a head especially nhen 
~Jiartensen used the term t o describe 1\'lynstero 78 \.ihilst Martensen defended 
his usage on the gr-ounds that f~ynster had been a consistent defender of 
orthodox teaching, I<ierkegaard had not used the term otherwise than to 
describe one who existentially reduplicated his teachingo Because the 
teaching in question is Christianity, then such existential reduplication 
must mean suffering or even martyrdomo As Jpfrgensen says: 11 in Christian 
Discour_s~eg from v 4.8, in !J_v_o minor ethico-religious treatises, in Trainin_g 
i!Lf.hristiani:!;yl> in 1'wo discourses at the Communion ~m :Jrridays and in 
For Self-Examination where he has v~ritten about the 1 witness to the truth 1 , 
Kierkegaard 1 s use of the term remains constant11 o 79 
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Basically the martyr, or witness to the truth~ has the function of making 
people awareo In 184-7 Kierkegaard wroteg 
11 I wish to make men aware of their ovm ruino And if they will not 
listen to good, then I will compel them through evilo Understand me» or 
at least do not misunderstand meo I do not mean that I am gping to 
strike them (alasll one cannot strike the masses); I mean to make them 
strike meo And in that way I all the same compel them through evilo 
For if they once strike me they will be made aware; and if they put me 
to death - then they will certainly become aware of their position and 
I shall have won an absolute victory11 o 80 
A little later these thoughts were crystalised into the famous statment that: 
11 \Jhat the age needs is not a genius ~ it has had geniuses enoughll 
but a martyr, who in order to teach men to obey would himself be obedient 
unto deatho A man whom men put to death and lose by having done so; 
for by having put him to death, by being victorious in that way ll they 
vwuld f!J'OVT afraid of themselveso \!hat the age needs is awakEmingo 11 8! 
\"!hat Christendom is to be mac1e especially avmre of is the heterogeneity 
which e:ldsts betueen Christianity and. the uorldo Diem puts the matter this 
wayg 
11
':/itnessing to tl:.e truth is the ap:r;ropriate form of' tb.e comwunication 
of C~istjanity because only so can tr~ opposition of Christianity to 
the world be made clear~ only so can the traollsformation of lif'e nrought 
by t:b..e C!ospel be thrown into relief and vital impulsion tovmrds it be 
given" o 82 · 
"People say that Christianity is a 11 doctrine11 and they go on to 
recount that 1 this doctrine has transformed the fate of the earth 1 o 
Oh~ what fools ne are o. o or how cunning~ No, never has any doctrine 
ooo transformed the face of the world, that is just as impossible as 
to make a kite rise by means of that which pulls it dovm, the weight 
attached to it; never has any doctrine, thus served, ever been able 
to stir up a little persecution, which surely is absolutely necessary 
if there is to be any question of transforming the worldo But that 
is a thing the person concerned takes good care to avoido No, but 
Christianity was served by 11itnesses for _the truth, vrho, instead of 
having profit from the doctrine, and every sort of profit (and here is 
the decisive point which made this doctrine something else than a 
doctrine), made sacrifices for the doctrine and sacrificed everything; 
it was served by witnesses for the truth, who did not live on the 
doctrine, along with a familyJ> but lived and died for the doctrineo 
Thereby Christianity became a power, the pov1er which mastered and 
transformed the worl~1 o 83 
Here ne see plainly enough that it is his preparedness to make sacrifices 
for the sake of the doctrine which sets the witness for the truth apart in 
Christendom o 
It must not be felt that the act of sacrifice, even if it is to the 
point of mar~dom, is in itself a validation of the doctrine taught by the 
witnesso The doctrine is important in its own right and ultimately only 
derives its truth from its origin in God Himselfo However , the "personal 
enforcement" of the proclamation still determines what is truly to be called 
Christian: 
11 My thesis is not that what is thus proclaimed in official 
Christianity ought not to be regarded as Christiano No, my thesis 
is that proclamation in itself is not Christianity o \Jha t I am concerned 
about is the '~how", the personal enforcement of the proclamati,on: 
vcithout that Christianity is not Christianity'. 84 · 
Elsewhere the link is firmly established between this "proclaiming' and 
the character of the vvi tness g 
')"I. 
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.ib.at is a vdtncss"? A vritness is a men who immediately supplies 
proof of the truth of the doctrine he is proclaiming ~ immediately, 
well, partly by there beine; truth in him and blessedness, partly by 
at once offering himself and sayingg see now vrhether you can compel 
me to deny this doctrineo As a result of that fight, nhcre the witness 
perhavs succur,1bs physice~ly ~ dies = the doctrine trimnphs11 o 85 
\,hilst Chrj.stendom may indeecl. teach and preach true doctrine, the necessity 
of transforming one 0 s ril.1ole existence in accordance with such teaching bas 
been ignoredo In the earliest Christian centuries the witnesses to the 
truth accun:.ulated what Kierkegaard calls 10 an inunense capital investment" 
through their self'-sacrificeso Theng 
11\"!orldly shrewdness hit upon the idea of turning the life of these 
witnesses, theU> sufferings, their blood, of turning it into money, or 
into honour and prestige" o 86 
The witnesses had established the heterogeneity beuveen Christianit,y and the 
v:orld by being prepared to sact.ifice themselves for the doctrineo But 
notvd thstanding the power thus gained, the Church t~ sold out" to the State 
and the infinite qualitative difference was replaced by an accommodating 
alliance which allowed the officials of Christendom to feed off the blood 
of the martyrso Over the course of the centuries things have only deter= 
iorated and Christendom has become stronger and even better establishedo 
The church needs more than ever to be emancipated from the State and "the 
emancipation must come about through martyrdom"., 87 
Kierkegaard wrestled long and hard vdth the problem raised by the 
mart,yr or blood=vritnesse Once again the Adler case stimulated him to 
further investigationso He was prompted to ask: "Has a man the right to 
88 let himself be put to death for the truth'?" He concluded that when the 
relationship was between heathen and heathen the answer must be "no" because 
in their case we cannot assume that any one of them may raise the claim to be 
in possession of absolute truth, and thus the distinction between them is 
only relativeo Kierkegaard does not shrink from condemning Socrates for 
not preventing his enemies from becoming guilty of killing himo 89 However, 
when the relation is between Christian and heathen the answer is "yes" 
because the Christian, through communion with Christ, is rooted absolutely 
in the trutho But the iml.;ortant relation from Kierkegaard 1 s point of viev; 
is that between Christian and Christiano In such a situation there might 
nell be a case for the Christian allowing himself to be mocked or jeered 
atg tl this much relatively to them he may one to the truthg so far he 
may be above them in his knowledge of tm trutho This may also serve to 
arouse their arrareness11 a But before the Christian can allovr himself to be 
put to death, it must be established that the so=callcd Christians are in 
fact so unspiritual as to be actually heatheno In such caRe~ the relation 
is the same as betneen Christian and heathen and so the mar~rdom is justifiedo 
However, it is not permissible to allo'\7 oneself to be put to death for the 
truth when it cannot be altogether denied that the professing Christians are 
in fact Christianso 
Now, who can possibly pass such a jude;ement upon the professing 
Christian? "If anyone dared do so, would he not have to know the human 
heart as only omniscience knows it?" 90 In other words, only a man who is 
qualified in an extraordinary wa:y can treat Christendom as heathendom, and 
to be such an extraordinary man can only be the consequence of a divine 
callo 11 Yfuo then, has really been called?" asks Thust, and he furnishes his 
own answerg 
"Only he who has attained true insight about an absolutely important 
matter, when all others are immersed in erroro How does someone 
reQ.ognise that he has this true insight? Undoubtedly, by the fact 
that he alone discovers and knows how to eliminate a profound miscon-
ception which has come to dominate his vJhole environment" o 91 
The important point here is that this man 11 knows how to eliminate" the 
prevailing misconception of Christiani~o There will be those who recogpise 
that such a misconception exists but he knows how to tackle the problemo 
Furthermore, he is competent to put this knowledge into effect and is willing 
to sacrifice even his own life to this endo Thus Kierkegaard comes to terms 
with the special vocations of the Apostle, the witness and the martyro 
These men are endowed with that paradoxical-dialectical authority which 
allows them to look into the souls of their contemporaries and to pass 
judgement upon their claim to be Christians o YJben they perceive that 
Chl"'istian ini'eriority has been sacrificed upon the pagan altar of objective 
proofs and vJorldly values then their special calling also gives them the 
right to let themselves be put to death for the trutho In such a nay the 
opposition of Christianity to the norld is made clear~ a.nrl the trans:form:ing 
po~er of Cl~istia.nity in men 1 s lives is decisively reassertedo This is 
the function of 11 those blessed onesn ~ the \iitnesses to the 'l'rutho 
This brings us on to the question of I\ierkegaard 1 s own position 
He is in no doubt as to his acquaintance with 
true Christianity and the errors of Christendomg 
"I do maintain that I know with uncommon clarity and definiteness 
what Christianity is, ,.1hat can be required of' the Christian, what it 
means to be Christiano To an unusual degree I have~ I believe, the 
qualifications to portray thiso I also believe it is my duty to do 
it~ simply because it seems to have been forgotten in Christendom~ and 
obviously there is no probability that the present generation is 
capable of educating in Christianity1 o 92 
'l'his quotation comes from ArrnedNeutrality which is subtitled "l:Jy position 
as a Christian Author in Christendom11 and effectively relates the issues 
raised by the Adler case to himself and his own missiono He be gins the 
article by disclaiminr; any intention to present himself as a Christian to 
?.8G 
an extraordinary degreeo He simply wants 11 to get clarified what is involved 
in being a Christian, to present a picture of a Cl:n:'istian in all its ideali ty0 o 
In so far as this picture casts a judgement upon anyone, such judgement will 
fall first and foremost upon himself'o 93 As he scys later: 11 It is not up 
to me, a man~ to judge others, particularly not in the role of one who knows 
mens hearts, which here would have to be the case11 o 94 
vlith this qualification in mind, Kierkegaard proceeds to describe the 
confusions prevalent in Christendomo Christianity has not been abolished, 
but it has been reduced to a doctrine and the vital element of existing as 
a Christian has been losto Christendom is something established, when it 
can only really be a battling piety allowing for no relaxation~ Christianity 
is essentially dialectical and yet "vii th the help of the scientific~scholarly 
abrogation of the dialectical element, this has been completely forgotten" o 
Christianity belongs to the madium of existence and ethics, but it has been 
shifted to the spheres of intellect, metaphysics o.nd imat?-n.ationo In short~ 
11 be inc; a Christicm has been abo lis hed11 o 95 
having thus presented the case ag.·:dnst Chrjs tendom~ Kierlre&.--3-rd 
reiterates !'lis claim to be in no vay iu.entical rJith tho ideal Chr~_::;tian~ 
?.tf/ 
or a juQ~ of his contemporaries. He is a poet~ and only as a poet presenting 
96 the iC:.eu.l picture is ill:: out in front of' the others o This leads him on 
to a further denial of being a Christian in an extraordinary llay; he says 
that he 1rwuld not dare to expose himself to becoming a martyr = ana. he adds 
the s:i.gnificant rider~ "particularly not in Christendom". In other vwrds~ 
he does not meet the condition necessary for allowing himself to be put to 
death for the truth when the relation is one between Christian and Christiano 
He does not have that essential 11 god like" insight into men 1 s hearts in 
order to be able to jude;e their Cbristiani ty. He can only present nhat he 
knows to be true, ideal Christianity and htunble himself beneath this idealo 
Consequently he adopts a plan of campaign lmovm as 11 armed neutrality" g 
11 If I were involved with pagans, I could not be neut-ral, then in 
opposition to them I should have to say that I am a Christian. But I 
am living in Christendom among Christians or among men who all claim to 
be Christians. It is not up to me, a man, to judge others, particularly 
not in the role of one who lmows men 1 s hearts, c;'lhich here nould have to 
be the case. Now if I vrere to insist that I am Christian, vrha t 1·Jould 
this mean in the situation? It Hould mean that I am Christian in 
contrast to Christians = that is, that I am a Christian raised to the 
second power, the outstanding Christian. This is why I maintain 
neutrality in regard to my being Christian. On the other hand, this 
cannot possib~ mean a denial of Christianity, for I run living in 
Christendom and am Christian just as are all the others. r.loreove.r. I 
declare forthright~ that I am Christian in the sense that others are 
but not in contrast to themo This nay I keep neutral, but in contrast 
to being a Christian raised to the seconi p:lrvero And so I work at 
portraying the Christian ideaL In order to do it I must have this 
neutralityo How should I dare be so shameless as to occasion in the 
remotest manner the odious notion that I am talking about Il\Y.self, or 
how should I in all modesty be capable of saying anything a.t all if 
I did not in every nay avoid the obscene, the odious notion that I 
am talking about myselfl'. 97 
In the terms of such a plan, Kierkegaard inevitably falls short of martyrdom 
although the 11 wages11 he r.rill receive for portraying the ideal picture of 
Christianity 11 will be analogous to the honorarium the true Christian gets 
in the world, but only in a somewhat mitigated form, not in the form of 
suffering because I am Christian but o~ (in the mitigated form of suffering) 
(\'l 
1 1 h t II ./0 in l1IY capt\Ci ty as lJOet l> p 1i osop er e co 
of ros calling himself a r;i tness to the trutho 
Tr.cre can be no qu.estion 
He has not been the 
recipient of divine revelation or a call to martyrdomo He is si:nply 
a GOl'liUSo 99 ~he lack oi' such a que,lifica"..;:i.on is b5.n<Jxo.nce enough~ 'but 
I\.ierket;;aard also adds~ 
~(~,, 
,,c..; 
11 
o o o l::ven if t:b..ere nas no other hindrance, I have possessed ~waltho 
A..l..as, that is enough to prevent me from calling myself a ~-~itness to the 
truth; it is a favour which relegates me to a lower class11 o 100 
In addition there was Kierkegaard 0 s struggle rlith 11 the thorn in the flesh11 
nhich Geismar calls 11 the most profound reason why he could not be the coming 
marty.c=prophet11 o 1 OJ The nature of the conflict Vlhich ensued in Kierlreg.3ard 1 s 
mind as a result of this malaise is best summed up by Anti=Climacus in 
11 ooo like the poet 2 s description of love, so this poet 0 s description 
of the religious possesses an enchantment, a lyrical flight, such as no 
married man's description has, nor that of his Reverenceo hhat he 
says is not untrue, by no means, his representation reflects his happier, 
his better egoo \'hth respect to the religious he is an unhappy lover, 
that is, he is not in a strict sense a believer, he has only the first 
prerequisite of faith, and with that an ardent longing for the religiouso 
His collision is essentially this: is lw the elect)> is the thorn in 
the flesh the expression for the fact that he is to be employed as the 
extraordinary)> is it before God quite as it should be Tiith respect to 
the extraordinary figure he has become'? or is the thorn in the flesh 
the experience he must humble himself un.der in order to attain the 
universal human?" 102 
To quote Lowrie, it need not be remarked "how intensly personal this whole 
paragraph is" 103 even though it is attributed to a pseudonymo Having 
developed a precise image of the witness to the truth, in terms of suffering 
and public abuse, Kierkegaard could not help but look at the exigencies of 
his own life as potentially indicative of a divine call to martyrdomo But 
on the other hand that hidden sin which had prompted the 11 thorn in the flesh" 
also set a question mark against his worthiness to be a vlitness to the trutho1 04 
Now, we notice that Kierkegaard 1 s opiri.ion with regard to the 
significance of "the thorrr' for his future mission is marked by greater 
uncertainty than was typical of the claims in .Armed Neutrali'tY;o 'l'here he 
disclatmed all pretensions to the title of witness for the truth and categprically 
affirmed his status as a poet "without authori~1 o 105 But the above 
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quotation from TheSickness unt_o :Qe_a,th leans rather more in the direction 
of uncertainty as to his right to remain only a poet relative to the martyr 
and r;i tne ss o f~d this indecision is a rather more accurate reflection of 
Kic:ckcgaard 1 s actual search for clarity about his role as a Chr.:ist:.i.an. 
missionary in Christendomo Geismar describes the conflict in Kierlre gaard 1 s 
mind between the poet and the martyr as followsg 
11 o o o as Kierke gaa:rd wrote of the figure~ the coming martyr=prophet, 
he became himself convinced that this was beyond himg a man did not 
have permission to go so faro However~ this figu.:r.e held. an irresistablc 
attraction for him~ as strong as the flames attraction f'Cll:' moths o He 
wanted the hero 1 s suffering but not his honour o On the other hand~ 
tl~ough his self=por~:cait in The Sickness unto Death he discovered his 
lower limitg he is not permitted to be a poet; for every poet = 
existence involved the sin of describing (at d~e) instead of beingo 
But what shall he do rrho has burned his fingers on the image of the 
coming martyr=prophet such as he is depicted in the beginning and the 
conclusion of the minor treatise? That is the difficulty which 
Kierkegaard, in the interests of' his o.-m education, must resolve in 
the times aheado He is thrown from the one boundary to the other 
because he is permitted to be neither the martyr=prophet nor the poet" .. t06 
\7hilst not wishing to accept all the conclusions which Geismar draws from 
this situation,107 basically he accurately represents the caseo The long 
drawn-out debates in the Journals about the propriety of publishing the 
direct explanatory works relating to his authorship, and the strained silence 
in the years after For Self-Examination, before the outbreak of the"Attacl.C1 , 
are both traceable to Kierkegaard 0 s inner conflict as to how far he ought 
to, and yet dare not go in passing direct judgement upon the Establishmento108 
So, whilst never deviating from his role in the years before the "Attacl.C' as 
a Poet who "without authority' exists as a 11 corrective to the prevailing 
state of affairs" ,1 09 the martyr image did continue to attract him and he 
could not help looking at his own sufferings in the light of this image o 
But still_ two things stood in the way of his taking martyrdom upon himself o 
He was without a direct revelation, and he lived in Christendom where only 
such a divinely called witness could pres_l.lllle to die for the trutho 
However, Kierkegaard was alvrays alert to ways of meeting these conditionso 
Thus Dupre notices Kierkegaard's alternative sort of v1itness who, though 
different from the direct v1itness, is yet a witness on account of having 
11 be0n through the process of becoming one11 o11 0 
puts itz 
/ 
In other uords ~ as Dupre 
?90 
11 the Gocratic teacher \.rho beco1:1es a witness has not l1..ad his mission 
from the beginning~ but rather has searched so profoundly ,-Jithin himself 
for. tho truth that~ at a certain moment~ 'God overponcrs h:iJrl 0 ~ancL as 
a n~cessary consequence of his striving for the tzouth he is compelJ,ed 
to bear VJi tne ss openly o 11 111 
This is authority by evolution rather than revelation, and it accorded rrell 
with Kierkegaard 8 s notion of the authorship as the vehicle of his orm 
education in Christiani~o1 i 2 Because he had no wish to_join Christendom 
in softening the demands of Christian ideali ~ and the achievements of 11 the 
blessed martyrs" Kierlregaard refrained from appealling to this qualified 
concept of vdtness in order to justify a direct judgement of his contemporarieso 
Nevertheless the idea vras there and testifies to the persistent tension between 
his poet-existence and his aspirations in the direction of I:Iartyrdomo 
~hen Dupre deals Vlith Kierkegaard 8 s reservations about attacking his 
fellow Christians directlyo He reminds us that these reservatiol;!s were 
founded on the presupposition that Christendom was really made up of Christianso 
11 Now11 says DuprE/, 11 it dawned on him that this was not so» and that the truth 
he had defended was not a relative, but an absolute oneg the truth of 
Christiani. ty aefiinst non~Christians11 o 11 3 This view is based on that entry, 
so dear to Lindstrpm 8 s heart, in which Kierkegaard confesses to a new 
realisation that ~~the accepted YTay of preaching in Christendom leaves out 
something very essential, the imitation, mortification, conversion. etco11 
with the result that "we who are in Christendom are not Christians, in which 
case one must stress being known" o 114 Whilst he himself continued to lay 
emphasis on those features of Christian preaching he f.elt to be lacking 
in Christendom» this realisation still did not incite him to an immediate 
direct attack in the style of an assault upon heathendomo However~ his 
thinking along these lines lends further support to the view that Kierkegaard 
rested far from content with his role as poeto 
\Jhilst some scholars have been prepared to describe Kierkegaard as a 
martyr, such an attribution cannot be made strict~ in accordance with 
!tierkcr;aard. ~ s oym termso At the most he can be clescrib~d. as a '~martyr at 
lene;;th11 ~ 11 5 or his untimely death as a result of' the pressUres ensuing 
from the 11 A ttaclt1 can be called a sort of mart;yrd.omo 11 6 Hov1ever ~ it seems 
thiJ,t ICicrk..ecaard never really succeeded in :t1cso1v~lng ti:::::: qunst~_on of his onn 
rir;ht to martyrdbmo Llynster 1 s death~ together nith Llartensen 1 s subsequi:mt 
careless use of the designation 11 ni tness to the truth" provided Kierkec:aard 
nith the occasion to present his case more forciblyo But still he ,-.as only 
able to conder.m Christendom in so far as Christendom condemned i tse1f" He 
could. never claim the authority peculiar to a divine revelation and so he had 
to wait upon 11 a false move" from Christendom 1 s side o HovJever ~ he did 
become less restrained in his defence of the establishment's right to be 
called Christiano Not until the very end did Kierkegaard give up all 
hope of extracting an admission from the priests, and so setting himself 
up as the Church's defendero To the end he clung on to his hope for the 
interiorisation of Christendom, and he continued to claim only the status of 
a poet who presents the Christian ideal as possibility for the edification 
of Christians in Christendomo 
So Kierkegaard's scrupulous attention to the question of his ovm 
authority was one of the factors preventing h:im from seeking directly to 
redress the misunderstanding which characterised the general reaction to his 
authorship a Certain:!,.y the age required awakening and this could only 
come about by a renewed awareness of Christianity as subjectivityo He· 
lmevv that he was an extraordinary man and that he was called to play his 
P:9X't in this au@llenting of "awareness in the direction of inwardness" o He 
also knew that the martyr could exercise great pov~er in such a cause = a 
preparedness for suffering and self=sacrifice ·was the only thing which could 
help to validate the credentials of one labouring in this causeo Yet his 
O\m struggle with the issues of the Adler case resulted in the moulding of 
a martyr image to which he knew himself incapable of conformingo He was 
simply a poet without authority, who must continue to respect the Christian 
claims of his contemporaries in Christendom despite the mounting arsenal of 
weapons he 11cW s tocl;:piling against them a J)espi'te the suffer:i.ng inflicted 
U:i_Jon i:lim as ,)laughter Q s i•>r:J.'t"tyr11 he wust continue to tread YJith circumspection 
in tile absence of a divine commission to venture out any furthera ~he 
l...artyr had tho authority to offer judgement a..nd condemn8..t:i_o:a.o 
unauthoritative poet~ I:icrkega.ard could not usurp the right of Christendom 
to condemn itself a For such a self condemnation Ki.erkegaard naited, and 
when it came he' acted vri thout restrainto 
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11 Q. Pap. IX A 221 o t? Dupre: opo cit. P• 207 
, 
111. Dupre: Loc. cit. 
112. See Pap. X 5 A 89 po 105~ "VIithout having an immediate relationship 
to God I have felt obliged to take upon myself sufferings which 
correspond to having an immediate relationship to God" 
"" 1 i .3o Dupre g op. ci to P• 211 
114· P,ill!o X 4 A 558 
~ 
115o Dupre~ Opo cit. P• 212 
116o Lowrie~ opa cit a pps. 587 = 8; 'l' o H. Croxall: Kierkegaard Commentary 
Nisbet ·1 956o Po 25.3 
There are three principal reasons for includine; a chapter on Kierkegaarcl's 
persp~ctive on the Church. First of all, and most obviously~ the Church as 
an cstai.)Jj_shed in~;titution comes under close cr:Hical scrutiny in tbe ".1:~.ttacl~~ 
of the last years. It is therefore most useful to examine the proe;ress of 
Kierkegaard 1 s ecclesiology in the preceedine; authorshipo Secondly, the 
discussion of authority in the last chapter begs certain questions regarding 
Kierke gaard' s views on the Church :in wh.icl1 he was to consider accepting the 
post of pastor. Thirdly, the tracing of such a theme through the authorship 
should help us to test the argument of our first chapter vrhere the primacy 
of subjectivity in Kierkegaard's message and the significance of his mode of 
communice.tion v1as postulated and described. 1 1'o vJhat extent i:s Kierkegaard' s 
treatment of the concept Church related to, and qualified by his emphasis 
on the subjective nature of Christian truth and the appropriation process 
deemed necessary to this emphasis? If it is the case that the message 
"Subjectivity is Truth" received full and complete treatment vis a vis_ ethics 
and aesthetics in the authorship up to and including Pos_t.§.E£.~"t hon does this 
reflect upon Kierkegaard's treatment of such an obvious objective institution 
. like the Church, and how does this correspond with the severely critical 
assault of 1 854 ~ 5? 
So, in relation to these problems and as background to the negative 
thrusts of the final years vre shall in this chapter attempt to trace the 
role of the Church in Kierkegaard 1 s authorship and Journals up to Postscript. 
That is, the period when Kierkegaard was most concerned to c1.eal with the 
mechanics of becoming a Christian. Thus we shall be better equipped to 
appreciate the ecclesiology of that last period when his principle concern 
was the introduction of ChristianityintoChristendom. It seems appropriate 
that we should begin with an insight into Kierkegaard 1 s own estimate of how 
the Church has figured in his work. So it was that, in 1 851 ~ Kier ke gaard 
reacted strongly against an article by A. ~. Rudelbach and it was in the 
course of this controversy tl"JB.t Kierkegcz..rd loolr..ed back over his authorship 
r'JOCJ ~ . ./ / 
and disarmed itudelllach 1 s assumptions regarding his ccclesiological position$ 
and thereby sought to make his own position clear. 
lt was in January -j 851 that Dr.. ~tudelbach published ,o_ll! _cte_t. bOTf:E:.rLiHe. 
the view that 11 ••• the deepest and highest interest of' the Church in our day 
is ••• to become emancipated particularly from .Jhat is rightly called 
2 l}a.'bit~u.a-1 and legally es~ablished C~istianitL". 
a reply containing the follov1ing disavowal~ 
Kierkegaard quickly i::>flueo 
11 I am supposed to have taken a position against 'legally established 
Christianity' or 'state Christianity'. Yes, then S¢'ren I\ierkegaard 1 s 
whole intention is supposed to be to attack established Christianity -
more specifically, to fight for the emancipation of the Church from 
state, or at least, 'to inculcate, to impress, to drive this home 1 • 
11 In Ursin 1 s Ari tl1Jne tic, which Has used in my school days , a rovrard 
was offered to anyone who could find a miscalculation in the book. I 
also promise a reward to anyone who can point out in these numerous books 
a single proposal for external change, or the slightest sug0estion of 
such a proposal, or even anything which in the remotest' way even for 
the most nearsighted person at the greatest distance could resemble an 
intimation of such a proposal or of a belief that the problem is lodged 
in externalities, that external change is what is needed, that external 
change is nha t will hold us11 • .3 
Kierkegaard goes on to maintain that, so diligently has he worked for the inward 
deepening of Christianity in himself and in others, he has been indeed over-
scrupulous in seeing that 11 not a passage, not a sentence, not a line, not a r;ord, 
not a letter has slipped in about a proposal for external chah5~ or suggesting 
a belief that the problem is lodged in externalities e •• II Even by Kierkegaard is 
standards, this denial is strongly worded - and clearly he felt very strongly 
about this issue. Rudelbach 1 s article appeared just three months after the 
publication of 'l'raining in Chris,iian:\Jy and it was most likely this work that 
was in the forefront of his mind in making such reference to IUerke gaard as 
he does. Nevertheless, K:Lerkegaard assumes that he has the YJhole of the 
authorship in mind (indeed he even chides Rudelbach for "packing together under 
one heading~ Spren Kierkegaard11 both the pseudonymous and edifying works). 4 So 
Kierkegaard is claiming that in no part of his authorship is there to be found 
trace of any interest in changing externals. Does this mean that Kierkegaard 1 s 
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CJrive to.1ard.s :lt:ne · in·.mrJ. Cl.eepming of CJ:-.~ristianityl' !1as no consequences 
vJha tsocver for the structures of the Church? A:Jparently this is the case as 
Kierkec-'1ard sees it, for in a footnote he ur{:.es that Rudelbach shouJ.u not 
stress tee r1ord n Churchn in X"espoct of his act::i.vity ;'lest it be ?oq~otcen 
t:b..at l have been concerned only with 'the single individual 111 o5 In other 
words, Kierkegaard is maintaining that his ::_mblished norks have been devoiO. 
of icrplication for the Church - both in terms of its nature and its structureso 
Is this in fact borne out by the facts? ·,,hat sort of reference is made to 
the concepts Church and congregation (menighed) in the pseudonymous and 
edifying literature? 6 
On examination of this l~terature one is led to the conclusion that, on 
the \'I hole, the point Kierkegaard makes is a valid oneo Generally speaking 
when reference is made to the Church or the congregation it is never with 
the object of prescribing an external reform of some kindo On the contrary, 
the existence of the Church with its structural forms, services and sacraments 
7 is taken for grantedo Furthermore, one must also sympathise w~ith 
Kicrkegaard 1 s char &,'C to liudelbach that the concept 11 Church" should not be 
stressed when making generalised statements about his authorshipo Truly 
den Enkelte is the obvious prime concern of this literature and references to 
Christian gemenskaJ2 are not sufficient enough to detract from the centrality 
of this concerno However, criticisms of the Church and the clergy do creep 
into the text at various points, and these act as faint warnings of the impen-
ding storme Also, the way in which the concepts "Church" and "congregation" 
are handled in these early works adumbrate the main area of Kierkegaard 's 
concern with ree;ard to the Church and its function. For example, the numerous 
references to the relationship of the preacher to his congregation give early 
notice of the passionate interest in the authority, character and belmviour 
of the preacher which was to be at least partly responsible for the later 
polemics at;ains t L~ynster and. those ~1hom he typified. Likewise, in Fear and 
Tre~bl~ Kierkegaard asserts that 11 ooo the idea of the Church is not qualit-
atively different from that of the state in so far as the inrl.iv.idual comes into 
.30] 
8 
it by a simple mcdiation11 o Here is an obvious foretaste of hov; Kierkegaard 1 s 
attitude to Church ancl State vrould develop in later years • 
. ie shall nov1 attempt to classify the references to Church and congre= 
t;ation in the authorship up to and includine; ,Po~tseript. In order to keep 
the discussion \"Ji thin reasonable proportions rie are forced to leap from 
.<1~D-1~nk~Jte to ~Cirk~ or ;:enig;hede_n nithout stop}Jing to trace the landmarks 
~n route. ~hese landmarks are those manifestations of non=individualism such 
as friendship and marriage. Val ter Lindstr·om and Per 1:/ap;ndal have deaJt at some 
length with these forms of inter-personal relationship as part of Kierkegaard ~ s 
total view of _gemenska__E, of which his idea of the Church is another part. 9 
Both of these scholars make it clear that the occurrence and development of 
Kierkegaard 1 s viev1s on organised religious .&B,menska_,E, in the form of Church and 
congregation, are homogeneous with his vievlS on friendship and marriage. \le, 
too, shall proceed on the assumption that, in so far as Kierkegaard 1 s concern 
to press the claims of den Enkelte still allows him to recognise and comment 
upon the validity of communal forms of existence, then the more particular 
and intimate of these forms (friendship,marriage) have their place alongside 
his thoughts on the Church and its congregation. 
Now ·we shall ·deal. with the negative intimations of discontent with 
the basic role of the Church in Christendom, and the assumptions which surround 
themo It will be helpful to classify these negative points under two sections. 
The first is to include treatment of those references in the early authorship 
which point to the ever present danger of' the Church coming between the 
individual and his relationship to God - this relationship being ultimately 
unique and decisive. 'l'he second section deals with those negative expressions 
concerning the Church which are related to Grundtvig' s ideas and Kierkegaard • s 
opinion of them. However, we shall begin w·ith the positive comments on Church 
and congcegation, and here also classification under two headings nill be 
appropriate. First of' all there are those points made with respect to the 
Church and marriat!,e, whilst under the second heading vm shall deal with 
K.ierkegaard 1 s viev1s on the Church as a proper medium for authoritative preaching. 
30? 
'l'hc~GhU£c_h ~l}_d we.rria~~ 
ln the essay tlrJ.'he aesthetic validity of mari.~ia€,e 11 10 Judge .. ;·illiarn 
outlines the aesthete 1 s problem vJith rct.,ara_ to the Church vJe0.0Jnr; serviceo 
'.Che aesthetic brid.ce:room is seen to be resentful acout t.be :Lact ·d:at his 
love is to be subwitted to a third. party. Various qtl.estions t1rise. " .. bat 
sort of a lJOrrcr is this which dares to intrude bet·:"~een me and my br:.de, 
the bride v1ho I myself have chosen and who has chosen me? .ftnd this povrer 
would command her to be faithful to meo Does sr£ need to be commanded? 
And y,ould she be true to me only because a third party~ which then she would 
1·1 love more than me~ commanded it? And it bids me be faithful to her. Do 
I need any such bidding?" (po 5.J). :B'urthermore ~ the bride gr-oom is appalled 
that the Church should presume to call his bride a sinner. 'I'he Judge sees that 
it is the prospect of losing the full aesthetic int0rest of first love, VI hich 
is causing concern here. He assures the young man that, by submitting his 
love to a third power in coming to Church, none of the sensuous quality of this 
love is lost. Rather, it gains a nev1 dimention .. tual• t 12 sp1r~ ~·Yo T:b.is not 
Ylishing to have his wedding solemnised in Church is a res.ul t of the young man's 
objection to rritnesses of his love. 11 • o o v1hen you thi-'rlk that you would like 
to snear by the clouds and the stars, but it puts you out that you have to 
swear by God, it is evident that you are caught in reflection. For the fact 
is your love must have no Ylitnesses o o o your love puts on such airs that not 
even God in heaven may lmow anything about it •• o This need, then, of letting 
your love become transfigured in a higher sphere you do not feel o. o (Po 57)" o 
J!'rom these remarks it is clear that Judge William sees the aesthete 1 s shunning 
of the Church service as an attempt to turn away from God. So, conversely, 
the Church is seen as a direct instrument of God's activity and presence. 
Implicit in the words put into Judge •:lilliam' s mouth by Kierkegaard is a 
high doctrine of the Church, i.e. actions performed and vows taken within the 
rites of the Church are deemed to be actions performed and voVIs taken in the 
sight of God himself. Yet it would be wrong to attribute such a view to 
Judge '.lilliam, or, through him, to Kierkegaard simply on the basis of these 
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rciu.a:c ks alone o T:\l..c !Jtost that ca.n be saiCl. is that the au·chor clearly lakes 
tbe Church's role in marriat,e absolutely for granted. But when this same 
author is to be: found so1ne year·s later directing strone >lords of' criticism 
a,t the Ghurc:i1 thc"'l his acce:_Jtance of the p:cevaili::J.c; s:i.tuo,t-: on at tb.:i.s eo:cJ.y 
t · · ·f· t ·i.3 s· ~50 1S S2gUl 1Can o 
J!'urthe:c on in ~~it)lt;._X'=Qx:. (VoL II ppso 100 ~ ·1 05) Juo.ge -.,illialJI defends 
the role of the congr-egation at a v1edding service in reply to the young man 1 s 
misgivings on this scoreo ' .. hilst the latter is in favour of a quiet Heddinc;, 
on the grounds that the presence of a lar@e gathering tends a) to lay too 
much emphasis on the Church service alone as validating the marria@e (ieee 
rather than the love of one partner for the other) and b) to provide further 
material for idle gossipo Jud@e \hlliam defends the sentiment behind the 
prayer book phrase "before God and this. congregation'l as Y:ell as asserti.11g 
the social and religious value of a congr-egational presence. He says: n 1'he 
great thing, as I regard it, is to live in the congr-egation, to bring something 
finer out of it, if one is able; at all events to subordinate oneself to it 
and put up >"lith it if one is unable to better it11 c (p. 103). Not that he is 
wanting to condone religious gossip for: "\Then I adhere to the congregation. 
I do not identify it with a 1 highly esteemed public 1 v1hich, to use an 
expression of Goethe's 'is shameless enough to be~ieve that eve~thing one 
undertakes to do is done only to supply matter for conversation °11 c However, 
it is clear that the value of a congregational context for the outworking 
of matters of great personal concern is rated ve~ high. In the essay 
"Equilibrium" it is made clear that an individual's sense of isolation 
from the congregation in his God relationship may not be entirely without 
value - indeed, so long as it is only a momentary withdrawal, it may have 
the effect of increasing the inwardness of the earthly relationship, "But 
v1hat may be wholesome as a transient factor becomes a very serious sickness 
when it is one-sidedly developed"" 14 Here again, in this attack on the 
isolation characteristic of mysticism, the ultimate value attaching to 
membership of a congregation is strongly maintainedo 15 
So, we may Ciiscern in these passages in J~ithe_r~_r dealing ch:i.efly nith 
the Church 1 s status and value in the solemnisation of matrimony two points 
relevant to this chapter. i) 'l'he objective authority of the Church as an 
instrument of God 1 s 11ill in such matters as marriage~ is taken for r;ranted. 1 6 
.. ) ll 'l'hc existence of a visible, rrorshipping cot!l11uni ty as a valid and desirable 
ecclesiolo c;ical feature is eJ~plici tly af'firmed. 
Kierkeeaard was a life-long Church-goer - at least until the final ,-leeks 
of his life. Certain significant events of his life took place nhilst at 
Church (eag. the celebrated "nod" from Regine)17 whilst attention to iViynster's 
sermons rras part of his staple devotional diet. Purthermore, he himself preached 
the occasional sermon in Church and vJrote many more which, although not actually 
delivered v1ere conceived with a Church context in mind.18 Although he strongly 
recommends the private reading of sermons aloud to oneself - a discipline to 
vrhich he conscientiously submitted - yet listening to sermons never ceased 
to be an important feature of Church life for l'>.ierkegaard. 'iiith this 
biogr-aphical data in mind we might expect Kicrkegaard' s authorship - an 
avowedly thoroughly religious authorship - to draw considerably upon the 
experiences of a life steeped in Church teaching and practice. In the early 
years, however, frequent references to Church going or goings-on in Church do 
not appear - thus underlin~ng the point, that ti1e authorship has an integr-ity 
of its own and must be evaluated with this alvrays in mind. It is sit,nificant 
that references to Church services which are more than merely passing 
references in the ear~ aesthetic authorship are centred upon the marriage 
ceremocy. It is in this ceremony that the values of the aesthetical~ erotic, 
ethical and religious spheres of existence impinge directly upon one another 0'
1 9 
However, brief references to other aspects of Church practice do appear from 
time to time and to these we now turn. 
1'he nature and presuppositions of the sermon were of great interest to 
Kierkegaard, and the most frequent sort of references to the Church and 
congregation in his writings prior to Postscript are those to do v1ith the 
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preacher and hLs hearerso Somcti:nes these references are fairly ::i.ncilll.ental., 
arising from discussion about very different subjects, nhilst elser1here the 
nhole question of the preacher 0 s relationship to his congr-ct;ation and his 
subject matter is made into a priority concerno One of the ea..rlicst e~complcn 
of the latter kind of reference is to lle found in ,Ee~r~~13;nA.'1):em_bl}.-!J:~ (181: . .3) o 20 
here j'ohannes de ~Jilentlo ca!:ltigates the preacher f'or failing to realise tbe 
full existential consequences of vrhat he preaches. It is necessary that uhat 
is preached on Sunday should characterise the i.JOnday lives of preacher and 
hearer alike. But the corollary is als9 true, and is implied in this 
passage, i.e o that one's existence on l·.ionday should reflect the lesson of the 
i:)unday sermon. The young man who reduplicated in existence 1iba t was preached 
to him at the Sunday service is the sympathetic figure in this narrative. In 
this sense attending Church and listening to the ser1:10n are seen to be determin-
ative of how one lives out life as a Christian. 'l'hemain point being made in 
this passa~ is that the sermon must bear fruit in existence. But the correl-
ative point is also implied - that existence should be a reduplication of 
authoritative Christian preachingQ Tlw reason this point is only implictly 
made is clear. That the sermon preached week by week in the Churches is a 
normative instrument of training in Christianity is taken for granted by the 
author, it is a presupposition which he has no need to explain. Similar 
observations may be made in respect of a passage in Stag~ on Life 1 s U~ 
Here Frater Taciturnus provides a corrective to the prevailing 
notion that the sermon is an instrument employed by the preacher to bring 
salvation to his people whilst he himself is left out of account. On reading 
this passage one is left in no doubt as to tm high value placed upon the 
religious oration by the author. Here again, although the main point being 
made is that the orator must alvrays ensure that, even if nobody else gives 
any heed to him, he nill himself seek for strength and edification in the 
,.lords of his address, 22 it is also clear that the value of the sermon to 
both preacher and hearer alike is beyond questiono 
In 1 8l:4. Vigilius Haufniensis also made it clear that the sermon is a 
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p:cecious art and must be re'3Cucd from the contempt fcl t for it by the '' scient:i.fic 
23 
self-importance') of' our at;e. · 0 Prcachint; is the most clifficult of all arts11 P 
he nritesp "and essentially it is the art nhich Socrates cxtolsg tr..c art of 
being able to converse. From tr1is of course it o.ocs not f'ollm; that there 
must be so!I1eone in the congr-egation to make ansner ~ or that it r.:ight be a 
help to have someone re g.ularly introduced to speak •••. \1Jpropriat~ on is precisely 
the secret of conversation''. As in Stw:;es, so also here, a corrective is beine; 
proposed - but the fundamental value of the sermon is taken for ,,;r-anted. 
11 Sin ·does not properly belong in any science. It is the theme with Hhich the 
sermon deals, where the individual talks as an individual to the individual11 
(p. 14) o Uhen we recall the central position given to the concept of sin in 
Kierkegaard 1 s theology, then the high value being placed upon tte sermon in 
the above quotation is beyond question. 
A passing reference in Sta_g_es to the sermon confirms us in our impression 
of the value placed by the pseudonyms upon the preacher and his tasko In the 
context of a discussion about the beauty of mother love an incident is narrated 
which took place during a Church serviceo It concerns a young mother >"lho took 
her child with her to Church. 24 "Yesterday I related to my wife a little 
happening v1hich attracted my attention to such a high degree that it made me 
an in-attentive and distracted hearer of the sermon, vJhich usually I am not11 • 
The narrator goes on to describe the ·wonderful abilit-y of the mother to attend 
to her child Yrhilst at the same time taking full account of the preacher and 
his message. No attempt is made here to extol the merits of the preacher. 
Hather, it is simply a beautifully descriptive anecdote vrhich accepts the 
value end importance of the Church sermon as given. Certainly in this very 
passagp it is made clear that some people evidently treat Church going as a 
mere formali~, but behind such criticism the spiritual value of ecclesiastical 
worship is never in doubt. 
Neither is the congreLational context of the sermon challenged in these 
early rrorkso Although Kierkegaard made a habit of reading P:iynster' s sermons ,25 
this did not obviate the need for him to attend Church regularly and listen 
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as one of tl:J.e congr'egation. So, in the pseudonyms the current practices of 
congregational vmrship and piety arc accepted and drawn upon Yrherc a:!:Jpropriate. 
26 
c.ihere the preacher is accused of flamboyancy or the cone;r-ecation of 
lethartY 27 no condemnation of tl:e exercise itse1:::' in invoJ.vccl .• Rather, 
the criticism is prompted by the author 0 s adherence to the ideality of Ghur ch 
\"JOrshipo G-oing to Church is seen by Kierke gaard to be accepted by youth 
untarnished by the scepticism and precaution of maturity. ln the edifyinr; 
28 discourse 11 Remember nm1 tey Creator in the days of thy youth11 Kierkegaard 
v1rites~ "(The youth) understands immediately that a G-od exists, for to the 
young,G-od's house lies next door to his father's yard, and it seems quite 
natural to him to be there. But when one becomes older, then the nay to 
Church is often very lone;; vJhen the YJind is severe in YJinter, then it is so 
cold in the Church; 29 when the birds sing in the woods in the summer tilne :~ 
the Church does not lie in the direction he is going'. In a Journal entry 
dated some five years after tl1is discourse, Kierkegaard is concerned to make 
the point that "your own home should be come a house of G-od11 • Now, although 
this entry insists that 11 Surely this place is G-od's house" there is a marked 
shift of emphasis from the discourse in 1 81.14 when to underline the special 
· t f th Ch h b "ld' r'-d' h .... 1 a' · 30 sanct1 -y o e urc Ul 1ng as \:N s ouse was Kier {:ega.ar . s malll concern. 
It is clear then that for Kierkegaard, as he expressed hilnself in the 
nritings up to Postscript, the institution of the Church as a centre for 
worship and religious oration was something :to be not only taken for granted 
but positively endorsed. He is never sparing in his criticism of those who 
pervert the ideals of God's Church, but the basic giveness of this Church 
and its practice is never in doubt. Furthermore, e specially in the 
edifying dis.courses, the concept of a congr·egation or community of believers 
as expounded by Peter and Paul is accepted without question. 31 
When v1e turn to the rather more negative references to the Church in 
these early years, one very important Kierkegaardian theme immediately claims 
our attention. In 181.1-7 Kierlregaard wrote~ 
D J markccl ·i;he beg:i..\o.n:i.nt; of' the literary production over my own 
name by the categor-y of' 1 the individu0J.' an(l that remained. as a stereo~ 
typed forr.rula, s~1or:ing ti.1at this thing of the individne.l is not a later 
invention of mine but L'lY first thouc;hto :.'Hh the catcc;ory of 1 the 
individual 1 is bound up any ethical importance I m<cw l~'lVeo If that 
C<=J.tee;ory IJO.S d.e;ht, :i.f' that cc,tee,ory -c·Jas in place, if )~ ss;;J rit;htly at 
this l_JO.i.:nt c.ni ;.mC:.;:;rstoorl r:i.[:}ltly that ~~t \!c..n ;::y tasl~ (certainly nut t\ 
ploasa.r2t nor a thankCvJ. one) to call a~l:~cntion to it, :"t.f tbe.t ~!au tl.1e 
task ciwm me to do ooo in tbat case I st:::.nd fast and ny '.7orks ':Jith 
me0 o 32 
'.L'hus is stated the decisive importance of 1 the individual 1 as a category in 
~(ierkegaard 1 s thouf}lto 33 'l'he corollary of this emph...asis is ldcrlce[aard 1 s 
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versistcnt attack on nurr:erical categories such as tb.e masses, the public, the 
. 'ty 34-maJOrJ. o How, a body of' literature vrhich decisively emphasises the 
individual at the exlJense of 11 the many" nould be expected to reflect a 
consequent neg1tivity t01Tnrds the coramtmalisrn of the Churcho The question 
to be t8.cldeG. ~.s ';Jhethcr, in fact, I':ierl:".cgaa.rd 1 s assault on n the crov;d1' and. 
his elevation of de~~ -~r~!.:elt~ necessarily constitutes a denial of the Church 
as a visible company of believerso 
There has been no shortage of r:eople prepared to defend this posi tiono 
The tuo most significant of these being r.iartensen in 1 854 and Torsten Bohlin 
some eighty years latero 
In an article in Berlingske 1'iJtende dated 28th December, 'l 85l:-,35i~!artensen 
asserts that Kierkegaard' s Christianity "is YJithout Church and ;·1ithout history 
ooo (he) only looks for Christ in the 'desert' ,o.o (his) Christianity is in 
no nay \lhatsoever the community's (samfunds) faith, but purely and simply a 
private religion~ a Christianity in \"rhich the Christian Church and the Holy 
Spirit 1 s '.Jork in the Church is excluded, along with much else r1hich is 1 of 
the most decisively Christian 111 o This display of indignation by Iviartensen 
reflects his view of the Church as defined in Christi~p _.Ponatics and Christian 
On account of the latter vrork especially, Croxall is right in his 
stress on the polarity of I.1artensen 1 s and Kierkega.:.'U'd 1 s thinkinr;at this 
pointo 11 i:iartensen puts the Church before the individual" , says Croxall, 
11 i~icrlr..egaard does the opposi te11 o 36 Yet this last statement needs some 
qualification as v1ill become clear from the subsequent discussiono Lind.stroin 
nritesg 11 ' ... '!ms did Lartensen give expression to an understanding nhich was 
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by no i:leo.ns unique to himself and rrhich postcri t-y has allmwd to become the 
generally accepted meaning ~ though certainly not completely ui thout protcst11 o 37 
Among the earliest of such protests is that of i.1asmus Nielsen in 2:'he~ J!'atherland 
just t~:o 'aecks after l:iartensen' s article appeared~ 11 It has been ~;aid of 
Kierkcgaard that he na.s nithout any notion of the ChUX'ch ( uk:i±}<eJ~i£:;) anrl t]:l..at 
his endeavour has the nature of a one-sided private affairo iklso at;ainst this 
understanding can I as a Lutheran Protestant not but protesto The 
Kierkegaardian endeavour, as I understand it, is to a great extent a lftr'k<:~l:hr;; 
endea vour19 o 3 8 
So the scene v1as set before Kierlregaard himself died, for a debate which 
has continued unabated for 1 00 years. 1'he issues come most sharply to a head 
with Lindstr'oin and Bohlin. Uhilst Eartensen and Nielsen Ylrote in the strained 
atmosphere created by Kierkegaard 1 s attack, and without the benefit of his 
letters and papers, Lindstrcim and Bohlin have been able to make a long and 
intensive study of his thought vr.i. th a much more extensive corpus of material 
at their disposal. However, in respect of our immediate concern, nhich is 
to establish the consequences of Kierkegaard' s emphasis on den :•<;.l'Lls~~t~~ for 
his ecclesiology, li!artensen 1 s and Bohlin 1 s conclusions are effectively the 
same. 
As early as 1918 Bohlin asserted that the Christian ethical ideal 
preached by Kierkegaard points to 11 a religious personal independence, which 
in relation to other men really signifies the absolute isolation of the 
individual". 39 Later Bohlin writes: 11 In Kierkegaard the personal element 
in religion is constantly confused with the individualistic and it is this 
fateful confusion which in the ethical sphere leads inexorably to abstraction 
from everything in the nature of community life, society and Church". 40 
Honever, Bohlin's most significant contribution on this theme carne in 1 944 
with the publication of luerker.aards 'l'ro och andra Kierkegaardstud:ier. 41 
In his preface (p. 5) Bohlin expresses his anxiety to set his views over 
against other interpretations of Kierkegaard which differ from his own. Here 
he has Lindstroin especially in mind, and the essays entitled Breaches in 
• .. ·:ne ourd0n of Bohlin 1 s case is that :tcierkegaarcl 1 s emj?hasis on the 
individual to the exclusion of the Church is a d-irect consequence of a slon 
but radical transformation in his ethical viens. The first full expression 
of Kierkegaard 0 s ethical vievrs, according to Bohlin, is to be found in 
In tr..ese treatises "the mystery of the ethical life is 
to be at one and the same time an individual life and also nhat Kierkegaa.rd 
calls the 'general' (allmanna) man, i 9 eo a man who stands in a positive 
relationship to the given reality, a social and civic (borg@S~i~) sel~1 •43 
'l'he true self is the concrete self equipped r1ith certain individual qualities 
and placed in a. particular environment, a particular community. 11 1'he aim 
of his striving the individual has in himself, but this self he does not 
understand in the abstr&ction of isolation but only in full concreteness; 
to that concreteness belong the factors through which the individual stands 
in a relation of interaction to the rrorld and the people around him. 'l'he self 
which is the aim of rds striving is thus a social and civic self~ just as 
much as it is a purely personal self'". 44 'rhis is Kierkegaard 1 s most positive 
position with regard to community life; 45 from this point on the only 
movement is in the direction of a more intense emphasis on den Enlreltea ~his 
emphasis is founded upon a loophole left by Judge \"lilliam. He is avtare that 
there are those exceptional people who will be unable to fully realise the 
generality of social and civic lifeo Thus Bohlin Eemar ks: 
11 Either-Or 1 s exceptional man • • • represents in reality a tendency 
vJhich in the course of the subsequent development becomes all the more 
decisively presented as a special ethical theme beside the ethical life 
style of the s tagcs, and which shall gr-adually force this aside and 
itself become dominant" • 46 
Bohlin traces this development through Fear and Trembling, Repetition and 
Stages on Life 1 s riay. But the complete and final breach with the ethical 
stat,'"C as presented in Either-Or only comes with Phi_loso__I:ltp.ca,l l!'ra@l!_ents end 
'l'l!.e Concept of Dread. In these works 1 albeit in different vrays, sin comes 
to }l..ave the efi'ect of emphasising man 1 s pmrerlessness to fulfil the ethical 
stag-c. In relation to the absolute paradox of faith all men e.re 11 exceptions11 
and any talk of relationship to the common lot is non merely theoreticaL 47 
In practice, no man can relate himself absolutely to the aosolute and cn.J.y 
relatively to the relative as Post_s_Qrj._pt demanclso Consequently ,clep j'i.YJ_).~.~t~e, 
never t,ets beyond his sense of duty to his 0\'lll self /,8 Ee never succceti.s in 
achieving the object of his ethical endeavours and is left only in suffering 
and isolationo The ultimate movement in Kierke gaard 0 s thought now is 
inevitable o Henriksen draws toeether Bohlin ° s view thus~ 
11 The ethical views Kierkegaa.rd holds in Unscientific PC?lltscr:j...£_~ are 
not essentially altered in the production that follows from A Lite_rar_y 
Review up to and including The f.Io_ment. On the one hand t.1-J.e polemics 
against the common human lot, the civic life, are intensified and 
concluded in The Mo!llent with a condemnation of marriage, the Church, 
and altogether everything bcarinr; a J.JOsitive relation to the temporal 
uorldo But actually this only means that Kierkegaard had. dravm the 
ultimate conclusions from that conception of Christianity which was 
developed in Unscientific Post~cri~t. ~he trans~tion from Assessor 
Uilhelm 1 s humane ethics in Either-Or to the rigidly ascetic and misan= 
thropic ethics asserted in The r.;oment is thus due to Kierkegaard' s 
faith, more precisely to his abstract metaphysical concept of God and 
can be observed in his changing determination of the category of the 
exception" ., 49 
On the basis of these presuppositions about the general movement in 
Kierkegaard' s writings, Bohlin's analysis of his ecclesiology is predictable 
enough. \Jhereas, for example, Pap. VIII 1 A L:- might be ta...'ken at face value 
and so taken to imply a positive attitude to sociality on Kicrkegaard's part, 
Bohlin lays emphasis on the assertion that rlorks of Love is merely a presen-
tation of 11 the other side", i.e. it is a corrective. Bohlin's main concern 
therefore is to highlight the Journal entries of 1 847 whose animosity towards 
the clergy and the Church is, says Bohlin, surpassed only in 11 the Attacl.C' 
itselr. 50 Similarly, Kierkegaard's consideration of ordination is seen by 
Bohlin to reflect upon a general weakness in his character - an inability to 
carry out in his life t:b..e logical implications of his teaching with regard to 
the Church. 51 In no way are these intentions to be made to support a positive 
view of the Church on Kierkegae.rd 1 s parte This highly critical afti tude to 
Kicrkegaard 1 s thoughts about ordination are in sharp contrast to the account 
given, for example, by Gregor r-.;alantschuka 52 His view is that JC...ierkegaa.rd v s 
pastoral ambitions \Jero ultimately tied up 1T.i..th his nhole thinking about 
Christianity and the manner of Christian cornmunicationo Also at more clcfini te 
points Bohlin 1 s particular bias shows througho So, v1ith regard to }.:aJ>,o X 4 
A ?.l:.6 Bohlin sees Kierlregaard attacking the Aup,sburg confession ·c!ith its 
definition of 11 the holy communi ty11 as found nhcre the 1./ord is preached and 
the Sacraments performedo 53 On the other hand, Lindstron interprets this 
entry to mean that, in fact, Ki.erkega.ard endorses the viev-1 of the Church as 
found in t.b..e .Augsburg Confession and Kierkegaa.rd is really only attar.ki:nc; a 
defective version of that definitiono 54 In fact, strong evidence can be 
adduced from the Journals to support both Boruin and Lindstrom at this point, 
and a categorical decision either \7ay is virtually impossible. IIoviever, 
important pointers to the general position adopted in respect of Kicrkee;aard 1 s 
teaching by these tw-o scholars can be gleaned from their respective responses 
to this single entryo 
How are we to regard the views of Bohlin and Martensen? Clearly their 
conclusions are the same.:~ ioe. that Kierkegaard 1 s nritings ultimately lack 
a viable notion of Church and community. But their respective starting 
points differ radically. \7hilst Martensen bases his conclusion on the pamphlets 
of the last years.:~ Bohlin builds on a clue given first in E:(t_her~-=Or. Hov1ever, 
both critics are guilty of looking at Kierkegaard 1 s output from altogether 
too limited a perspective. For his part, Martensen is content to enunciate 
judgements upon 11 this prolix litera ture11 based almost entirely upon the final 
polemics. 55 On the other hand, whilst he does draw upon the v1hole of 
Kierkegaard' s production, Bohlin wishes to attribute a drastic disunity to ito 
Given that the ethical strand in Kierkegaard 1 s thought represents an independent, 
self-contained theme, then Bohlin's procedure may yet be justified. How·ever ~ 
such a severing of Kierkegaard 1 s ethical views from his do{:'fllatic opinions can 
only result in distorted analysis. This objection to Bohlin is at the centre 
of Lindstr'om Q s vmrk.:~ and on this point, at least, Lindstrcim 1 s views are endorsed 
by J. Heywood 'l'homas,56 and Paul Sponheim.57 Nevertheless, Bohlin does have 
the virtue, a[ainst r.iartensen, of allovring room for a certain positive 
attitude on Ekrlwc;anrd 1 s part to the communal lii'e if only in tlo..e second. 
part of :;;A_-t,l}_er~Q_~:,o 'l'hus far Bohlin 1 s vieiJs accord ni th the conclusion we 
reached regarding Judte \iilliat1' s acceptance of the Church in various contexts 
as at least to be taken for granted. It remains to be seen v1hether this 
positive attitude e;radually disappears in accordance vJith Bohlin's thesis 
or YJhether a higher unity v;ithi."l the authorship enables this attitude to be 
sustained even in the face of Kierket;aard 1 s most direct polemical outbursts. 58 
Constance L Smith,in reliance upon :Jartin Buber has issued one of the 
strongest attacks upon Kierlregaard's notion of _den~Jlrrlfelt~. 59 The 11 main 
points" of Kierkegaard's doctrine she lists as follovrs~ "solitariness~ 
ren~~ciation of the ~orld and of human beings in order to stand, unbow1d by 
any other essential relation, a free man before God; existential ,L~a];is,ll;,tiol! 
of the truth as opposed to a l£SSessi~~ of the truth; responsibility and~ it 
is important to add, obedience to God and love for God11 o (p • .3-1 6) o Tho 
thing is, to stand before God "unbound by any other essential relatiorr1 o This 
leads Buber to say that, on Kicrke·gaard 1 s terms, 11 l!.!veryone should be chary about 
ha.vin~ to do with 'the others 1 and should speak only nith Cod11 o (Bubcr p.50 ~ 
Smith, Po 316) o Novr, still folloning Buber ~ Constance Smith protests that 
man only achieves this rela. tionship to God vrhich established him as Man, 
Kierkegaard has fatefully misunderstood the human love that is between I and 
'fhou as we stand together in the presence of God" o (Smith, pps. 31 7 f o) o 
]'urthermore, Kierkegaard is to be attacked for his treatment of 11 the 
Single One" and 11 the Crowd" as mutually exclusive. '£his critic ism is based 
on such declarations as 11 '1'he Crowd in untruth'' and 11 No-one is excluded from 
becoming a Single One except him who excludes himself by wishing to be Croml". 
1 
•• hilst aclmovrledging the need for warning against the crowd, Buber is 
convinced that in 11 the body politic" Ylith all its fauls, is to be found 
genuine efforts on man 1 s part to realise a "turning to one another in the 
context of creation 0 0 0 Supposing that the crowd is untruth, it is only a 
state of affairs in the body politic; how truth is here related to untruth 
must be part and parcel of the true question to the Single One, arJi that 
narnin;:s at,ainst th~ cro11d can be only its preface11 o (Buber, Po 60) o Constance 
Smith YJritesg :'This turning away from the rJorld, not k:no·,·Jinc;; not uishin{j to 
Jmon J> its essence, conceiving it as malformed and degenerate J> travely i:nval~ 
idates lCierkegaard 9 s contention in the \Jo._:dcs __ of:_)~ov<:;:. that 1·Je raust assume that 
love and the lovable already exist in every man and that '.ie are bouna. by tne 
duty of loving everybody just as VJe see them11 o (Smith po .319) 
Finally, Constance S121i th quotes Buber by vmy of a summary of her views 
on i\.ierkegaardo She writes: ll I submit tha. t 0 the Single One is not tne man 
who has to do with God essentially and only unessentially with others ••• 
The Single One is the man for Hhom the reality of relation with God as an 
exclusive relation includes and encompasses the possibili~J of relation with 
all otherness, and for whom the VJhole body politic, the reservoir of otherness, 
offers just enough otherness for him to pass his life with itw. (Smith, Po .320, 
Buber, p. 65) 
Here Kierkegaard 1 s elevation of .2£,n EI!kelte over against the crowd is 
seen as total and unequivocalo By the very use of the phrase 11 the Single 
One11 as a translation of den Enkelte (der Einzeln~) Constance Smith (following 
H. G-regor Smith) assumes a sense for the term which denotes unmitigated and 
unrelieved isolation. But is this what den En~lxt~ really .signifies? If it 
does then every sort of he h h · lud d 60 --- · th B rapproc ment wit ot ers ~s exc e • \J~ ohlin, 
it must be concluded that fulfibnent of his own self is the individual's sole 
concern. The Church, as a community of believers, is of necessity denounced 
as a falsehoode Now, certainly, expressions like 11 The Crowd is Untrut~' must 
be noted and taken seriously. But are Buber and Constance Smith right to 
define den Enke_~te so categorically in terms of such negative declarations? 
Is den Enkelte merely the opposite of l!Jaene;den, or has it a special quality 
derived from its absorption into a fundamental theme pervading and unifying 
the whole of lCierkegaard 1 s work? It is vJith these questions in mind that 
we turn from those who find only a negative attitude in Kierkegaard towards 
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trce Church, to those nhose interpretation of ~C!,e}l]~ll~<?_lj;e still leaves room 
for a positive vievl of a communal Christian existence. 
Bishop Lindstr'om falls most obviously into this category a His position 
cQn be simp~ described. Fundamental to his vien is the prosuypos~l tion 
that Kierkegaard 1 s authorship represents a coherent unity. 61 Yihilst Bohlin 
·.-1rote tno separate books treating Kierlre gaard 1 s do€J11a ti.c and ethical vicvrs ~ 
Lindstrom assumes the constant influence of ICierkegaard's dogmatic vieu of' 
faith upon the whole of the authorshipo Consequent~ his division of 
Kierkegaard 0 s rrork is made on chronological rather than thematic lines. The 
assumption lying behind the "Theology of the Stages" and n1'he ~heology of 
Imitation11 is that the theology remains the same even though a "gliding' or a 
shift in emphasis may occur. Henriksen comments g 11 If Lindstrom 1 s book 
(,PJ;_a~erJ.las='J..:_~_'?.~~:i_;) o o. is compared vri th •• o Bohlin's it nill be plainly 
seen han different S¢'ren Kierkegaard seems from the 'tt7o opposed strndpoints11 • 62 
This judgement is nowhere more apposite than in the issues raised by Kierkegaard 1 s 
individualism and ecclesiologyo 
Lindstr'om summarises his views thus~ 
"The significance of the category den ~elte for Kierkegaard's 
view, carmot be rated too highlyo He considers that his eventual 
ethical significance is linked to this category o Den ~nkel_t_e is the 
category through which, religiously regarded, time, history and the 
generation must pass, he says o. o The basic significance of' the concept 
den Enkelte is this, that the individual man stands in an unavoidable 
relation to Godo Den Enkelte always denotes man before God's face; the 
relationship to God is inextricably linked in thought with the concept 
itself. It further expresses the fact that every man has absolute 
significance, that he therefore as God's creature has an eternal and 
particular destiny o. o This is the dignity which from eternity is 
ascribed to eve~ man and which he can only lose by his ovvn fault, 
v-1hen he buries himself amongst 'the others 1 , in the crowd or the masses. 
Yet if he seeks to cast aside his dignity (adelskc.'1.p), the demand always 
persists, that he SHALL be den Enke+teo And just as little as 
consciencelessness ( samvetsloshet) implies that man can escape God's 
unavoidable presence, so little can man avoid standing before God as 
den Enkel te, v1hether he \"Jants to or not" o 6.3 
Lindstrbin goes on to argue that this emphasis up~n den l!:n}relte was 
especially vital for the age to v1hich Kierkegaard addressed himself o 
Hegelianism had resulted in the generation and 11 the common interest" (d~ 
allm.:a~) being pushed forward at the expense of the individuaL So, for 
example~ question.:; of iwuortality and Christology revolved more around man 
in t,eneral rather than th."} eternal responsibility of each single man before 
God or the unity of God and a single man. 11 In each of these cases the distance 
betueen God the Creator anrl crcaturcly, sim"'ul man is oblitcratc0..0 • 64c~.carly 
for Kierkee;aard §;.~~:L:§.I!l~~~t_c is superior to the gcmration. Lan ' s ult irna te 
P.thical responsibility does not lie li1 his relationship to other men but in 
his relationship to God. 11 ln this sense Sle.£~~ can be said to be the 
absolute. He does not encounter God 1 s Hill in aey generalised norms, but 
in God's particular purpose for him as his creatiod1 o Here Lindstrom seems 
to endorse Bohlin' s view of den El1_kel te in Kier J.r.e gaard as denoting ma.'ll 1 s 
exclusive concern for his ovm salvation. 'l'be following sentence confirms 
this impression~ "He who lives ethically can therefore be said to :have 
himself as his task and man is sole~ concerned with the eternal validity of 
his own~ distinctly characteristic individuality as bestowed upon him in 
creation11 • 65 However, Lindstr'oin specifically rejects the suggestion tm t 
Kierkegaard is na spokesman for an extreme individualism", for this description 
bypasses an essential facet of den Zn~ as viewed by Kierkegaard. Lindstrom 
declares~ 
"When (Kierkegp.ard) talks about den Enkelte or man's self as the 
absolute, he points out that it belongs together- with the self 1 s concretion, 
that it stands in a reciprocal relationship to a definite environment, to 
life's distinct relationships and a distinctive ordering of things o•• 
lvlan's self is not only a per-sonal but also a social and civic selfo And 
when Kierkegaard sets the individual against the generation, against the 
many and the masses, there is no question of his preaching the right of 
the individual to unilaterally divorce himself from other men". 66 
1'here is, therefore, the possibility of a viable community life open to tbe 
Christian so long as the community does not become a substitute for the 
individual 1 s awareness of himself as a sinner and his responsibility as one 
standing alone before Godo 
Bohlin is quick to notice that the documentation Lindstro'm offers in 
support of his views comes from precisely the passage in Equilibrium 67which 
had fi@.ll'ed prominently in Bohlin's own argumento 'l'he relevant paragr-aph 
runs as folloYJs g 
11 !Ie '\JflO has ethico.lly chosen and found himself possesses himself 
as he is determined in his whole concretiono l:Ic has himself~ then)) as an 
individual n:O.o has thGse talents, these passions~ these inclinations:; 
these habits, '.'Jho is under these influences, '\'Jao in this direction is 
affe ctcd thus, in another thus o Here , then, he hB.s himself as a task, 
in such a sort that t...he iusk is principally to o:::-der, cul t:i.vQ.te, tem:t~r, 
enldndle, re:~ress ~ in short to bring about Q. px-oportionality in the soul, 
a ha:cmony, .. hic£1 is the fruit of the parsonal v:irtueso ~ie.r-e the aim of 
his activity :is himself, but not as arbitrarily C.etermincd, :i:'ar l-:.0 bas 
himself as a task YJhich is set for him, even though it has bcco1ne his by 
the fa.c·l; toot he has chosen ito But even thoue;h he himself is his aim., 
this aim is nevertheless another, for the self v;hich is the aim is not 
an e"bstract self nhich fits everyvrhere, and hence norrhere, but a concrete 
self which stands in reciprocal relations \d th these surroundinr;s, these 
conditions of life, this natural order o This self ·which ifl the aim is 
:not merely a personokl self but a social, a civic selfo He has, then, 
hii:a self as a task for an activity nherevd th as this clefini te personality 
he takes a hand in the affairs of lifeo Here his task is not to cultivate 
himself bht to exert an influence, and yet at the same time he cu~tivates 
himself for, as I remarked earlier, the ethical individual so lives that 
he is constantly passing from one stage to the othero If the individual 
has not original~ understood himself as a concrete personality in 
continuity, neither nill he acquire this subsequent continuityo If he 
thinks that the trick is to begin li~e a Robinson Crusoe, he remains a 
fanciful adventurer to the end of his dayso On the oth:)r hand, when he 
perceives that if he does not begin concretely he will never r;et to the 
point of beginning, and that if he does not begin he will not end, then 
he ITill be at once in continuity uith the past and with the futureo From 
the personal life he translates himself into the civic, and from this 
into the personaL The personal life as such nas an isolation and hence 
imperfect; in the fact that through the civic life he comes back into his 
personality, the personal life manifests itself in a higher forma 
Personality filanifests itself as the absolute rrhich has its teleology 
in i tselfl0 a 
How, it is Lindstrom's view that the notion of the individual contained 
in this passage undergoes no f'undamental change and neither does Iaerkcgaard 1 s 
idea of the relationship betv1een the individual and communityo The most that 
can be said is that in the later period of Kierkegaard 1 s authorship there is 
a. shar·pening of critical judgements against those current trends rrhich 
militate against the true Christian view of the individual. 68 However, Bohlin, 
true to form, contends that tl~ individual as depicted in this passage is only 
representative of, and appropriate to the ethical stagea69 The respective 
interpretations by these two writers of the individual as depicted in ]'ear and 
Trembl:i!!.g illustrates their relative attitudesa Lindstrom believes that 
Johannes de Silentio in effect reiterates Judge i,Jilliam' s sentiments as 
expressed in ~uilibr~g 
11 l'lven if' in rtq_~:i~illrJ~m, (Kicrl-...ee;aard) lias not talked about the 
ethical as paradox~ it can nevertheless be observed, tr.at tl-:zrc he has 
established pr:i.ncipa1ly the same point in such a way that ony talk about 
the pare..Cl.oxicali ty of ethics nould have been just as emch in place in 
this essay as in }:~eo~r:~~~-T_r:.cm~bJ:iJ1ti• If in ~~~e.~~ElonA~~):e.rnb)~i.n:tJ the 
pnradox of faith can. be expressed. by the form·t.'la th.e, t .sen c_.~~>ki.,l(te. is 
o..bove the co::r;~on :J.ot, no in ;~.rt~:h~j~b_EiV:L! it is cc.:_u0.Hy definite ·chr.t 
.D.~c,rL,e.Jls}O:~~Ae. is the a'bsolnto, and t~!B.t the .personal self ·(dc;r:_s"o.n.:\=i:r).~e"t_e~'~) 
is thu archjJnedcan point f'rora nhich one can lif't the nhole ' ... orlci.o 'l'r~o 
forrilation of' all the c,n:thropo~oc?-co.l catee;orics in !·iqt.:~:iA=i:O.r:?:um, reinforces 
precisely this tlillsis11 o 70 
1'he common bon'l between these tno narks is sealco. by the unavoidability of .the 
individual's relationship to God. For Lindstrom, this unavoidable relation-
ship gives substance to a tl;.eme uniting the vrhole of' Kierkegaard 1 s authorship. 
Thus, for example, he argues that: "Bet·ween the presentation of faith in 
l!'ear and 'l'r~!llblirw and the understanding of the ethical as paradox in 
f£~Jscpipt ••• a clear aer'eement holds sway" o 71 Notwithstanding the gradual 
10 gliding'' which Lindstr'oin identifies, the fundarnental agreement on basic 
points beh1een any tno of Kierkegaard 1 s rmrks is assurcdo 
Bohlin reads li'ear .an.d ].f'emb~in_g, and comes to a very different 
conclusiono 
"In Fear ~nd 'l'remtbli,P._tj the 1 religious exception 1 theme and the 
category den ensl:3.lde are joined. }!;thically seen, Abraham, who 
sacrifices Isaac, is the faithful e~cepti_Q!_l3 an emigr-ee from the 
common world, radically different from the ethical sta(>Bo But 
although the exception breaks with the common-ethical consciousness, 
here he represents -not a break~ but, on the contraryban exarnple, 
a paradigm vihich is valid for everyone, a life-style which is the 
normal ex.pression for the religious life, in its essential meaning. 
Uith 'the lmieht of faith' in Fear and Trembl:id!B a strongly individ-
ualistic religiosity has come to the foreo 'l'hus Kierke gaard 1 s 
ethical view· has taken a wholly different path from that which is 
referred to in the ethical stage with its ideal of 1 the corrunon man' • 11 72 
To Bohlin, Fear and Tr~mbling represents but the first step along the way of 
increasing negativity regarding the possibility of a commm1ity life for the 
existing Christian individualo 
\Je have already expressed disagr-eement with Bohlin's methodological 
presupposition. But what of his conclusions? .Has Lindstr'dm effectively 
countered Bohlin's thesis t:b.at community, and vrith it the Church, has no 
place in Kierkegaard 1 s teachine;? Is it true that in the first part of 
the authorship Kierke gaard described a relationship between den En,kel te 
and 11 the others" ·nh:Lch rcnc1ers viable an orthodo~~ viei.'J of the Church and 
congregation? 
j~inCl.strc)m 1 s nork is self-consciously polemical and so it is no surprise 
to fincl him, to put it bluntly, tr"Jinf, too harc.l... 
his selection of material and. the distribution or e171phasis. c)ponheim :-1arns 
against ju:;daposing the rhythms of Kierkegaarcl 1 s aut..horship chronologically 
in his career, and sugt:ests that Lindstro~ is gu.ilty of this error. "lie 
does not seem11 says Sponheim '1 to stress sufficiently the link bet·ween the 
vJorld-denying mood of the final period and the diastatic current in the earlier 
authorship". 73 Clearly, even in the very early years, l'..:ierkegaard had no 
gr-eat confidence in a positive vievJ" of the Church. his internal struggle 
on this subject is reflected in an entry from October 1837: 
"How dreadful it is when everything historical vanishes before a 
diseased probing of one 1 s onn miserable history~ Lho is to show· the 
middle course between being devoured by one 1 s ovm reflections, as though 
one v1ere the only man rrho ever had existed, or ever nould e;:ist and = 
seeking a northless consolation in the commune naufrJ1.t;il!E! of mankind? 
'I'his is really what the doctrine of an s::_g,cles_ia should dol'. 74 
Here Kierkegaard poses the dilemma of ecclesiology, and it is not correct to 
argue that his emphasis on the unavoidability of the individual 1 s relationship 
to God automatically allor1ed Kierkegaard to adopt a positive attitude to the 
individual 1 s relationship with others. Hhilst it ~1ay in fact be true that 
the communal life does find a place in Kierkegaard 1 s Christian teaching, this 
endorsement is not given without a complete awareness of the difficulties 
involvedo 75 Furthermore, Lindstrom lays too much emphasis upon certain 
76 
passages in J!Lqt.li]d,brium. In the most relevant passage (quoted above, p.31 7) 
Kierkegaard constantly used det Individ. rather than denl!_nkelte. Gregor 
i.ialantschuk says that, for Kierkee;aard, as aet Individ one stands in a 
relationship of thoroughgoing dependence upon the race and environment. Virgilius 
Haufniensis characterises this relationship of dependence thus: 11 The 
individual is himself and. the race11 (Concept of Drea$d p. 26) o The individual 
niUst vwrk his way out of his dependence in order to win self'=dependence and 
Haufniensis extensively describes the freeing process which consists in the 
320 
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\Ihich is qualitatively the highest categoryo i~·ow ~ to achieve real cl&ri ty 
in respect of ~\.ierl'£[)J.ard 1 s te::-minoloGY e/c U1.:..s po:nt is not r:c.t all easyo Dut~ 
nonetheless~ there can be no doubt that lCierkegao.rd 1:ants hi:;; terminological 
variants to be significanto Confusion vrill be inevitable if ~\.icrlre EJl.E-:Cd 1 s 
desit:;nations are viewed without proper respect for their particulor nuanceso 
~Jhatever may be t.b..0 precise difference betvreen den .·i~qkclte an.rl. ~~~l11C\iY.i9~, 
to read the implications of the former designation into passa6eS concerned 
only with the latter concept must be considered a hazardous procedurco 
Despite this over-enthusiasm, Lindstrom's belief in the possibility of 
extricating a positive view of the Church from Kierkegaard 9 s authorship$ both 
early and late, is to be supportedo Kier ke gaard 1 s attack on 11 the many' and 
11 the public" in the pseudonymous authorship must certainly be adjudged to have 
a direct bearing upon his later, more direct polemicso It therefore follovrs 
that such negativity towards communal institutions as characterises the later 
authorship has its roots way back in the early papers and workso But it is 
nrong to assume that these assaults on communalism necessarily imply the 
abrogation of the Church in Kierkeg~rd 1 s thoughto Kierkegaard 1 s concern is 
to emphasise the individual in his immediate relationship to C~d, but it does 
not follo~ that his account of this relationship precludes the individual from 
relationship with 11 others". Sponheim 1 s inference is justified: 11 If 
Kierkegaard affirms that God the creator brings into existence selves in 
relationship, one may doubt that he w-lll argue that the work of God the 
redeemer wins its effects apart from some kind of Christian conununity". 78 
In 1839 Kierkegaard wrote: "You can be a member of a brotherhood only because 
you are an independent being, and you can be a vwrthy and contributing member 
only in so far as you in yourself and with yourself are assured of your 
reconciliation with God". 79 On the other side of the God relationship$ 
therefore, there is tho possibi:!.ity of inter=personal relationships which are 
qualitatively conditioned by the God-relationship. iCierkegaard 1 s attack on 
11 the many~ is essentially an attack~ not on such inter•>J:l8:csonal relationships 
in themselves, but rather, on the prevailing trend towards over.-emphasis on 
such relationships to the detriment, or even the exclusion of a proper 
80 
relationship to Gccto 
can become an obstacle in the nay of a Qan entering into relationsl.1ip ni th 
Godo Honhere is this dane.;cr more strongly CX:t:Jressc<1 than in the ;. ~u_if_y=iflG 
Discourses in Verio'L!S S.;eirits~ Part I (i &:-7) g 8-j 
11 Each ma..YJ. himself, as an individual, should render his account to 
Godo No third person dares venture to intrude upon this accounting 
between God and §;en Enkelteo Yet the talk, by putting its question, 
dares and ought to dare to remind man, in a way never to be forgotten, 
tba t the most ruinous evasion of all is to be hidden in tre crowd in an 
attempt to escape God's supervision of him as an individual, in an attempt 
to get away from hearing God 1 s voice as an individual (~~1~) o Lor..g at:;o, 
Ad.am attempted this same thing ·when his evil conscience led him to imagine 
that he could hide himself among the treeso It may even be easier and 
more convenient, and more cowardly to hide oneself ai:long the crond in 
the hope that God should not be able to recognise one from tbe other o 
But in eternity each shall render account as an individualo 'i'hat is, 
eternity \rill demand of him that he shall have lived as an individual" o 
There can be little doubt that this threat presented by "the crowd" to 
den Enkel_i!~ also has implications for Kierke gaard' s view of the Church even in 
his early years. Besides his antagonism to Grundtvig, Kierkegaard also exp-
ressed his feelings about this abuse of the Church in other contextso During 
the Gilleleie journey of 1835 Kierkegaard is moved to ask whether the ideal 
place to \?Orship God is out amongst the beauties and spontaneity of nature 
rather than in a Churcho 82 But more important from our point of vievl is an 
entry from 1 83 7 o Kier ke gaard v.rr i te s ~ 11 there are those in Cbr istian 
Europe who have not achieved more than irony and for that reason have also 
not been able to accomplish the absolutely isolated, illdepena.ently personal 
humour. Therefore tbey either seek rest in the Church, 11here in united humour 
over the world the solidarity of indivlduals develops a Qbpistian iro~ ooo or, 
if the religious is not in motion, form a club11 o 83 The impossibility of 
retreating into the numerical is a central theme of The Presel}.t A~o So 
Kierkegaard says~ 11 It is only after the individual has acquired an ethical 
outlook, in the face of the whole norld, that there can be any suggestion of 
really joining tot;'ether It is quite impossible for the corrununity or the 
idea of association (J~er>;itJ!;§l_a) to save our ageit o 84-
Kierkegaard consistently (though not exclusively) uses to denote the Church 
congccgation, appears jointly condemned nith oth8r numerical concepts, eogo 
society, association, ·.-jhilst at an early point in tr.c same book 85 _::enj,r-J.1e~d· 
is linked rlith nation, generation and societyo .. ith these other concepts, 
is defined as 11 the result of doing anay ni th the vital Clistinction betvJeen 
form and contento :B'ormlessness may, therefore, unlike madness or stupidity, 
have a content that is true, but the truth it contains can never be essentially 
true a It will be capable of being extended so as to include everything or 
touch upon everything, 17hereas a real content is clearly, and, if one likes, 
miserably, limited because of its intensity and self-absorbtiorr1 o86 It is this 
11 intensi ty11 vrhich alone can validate a true Christian community o In 
En_Litterair Aruteldelse (1846) Kierkegaard states the option far more 
decisively: 
•~Ylhen the religi.ous idea inspires a congr-egation of brothers, 
expressing the same likeness as betneen brother and sister, then this 
is not formlessness because the sameness is the essential form; and 
neither is it empty abstraction so long as inwardness abides in it" o 87 
BriefJ.y,then, the Christian co~nunity stands condemned in so far as it shares 
the debilitating marks of the public, the many, generation etc a But nhen it 
is characterised by inwardness and so guards the individual's relationship to 
God then it is to be affirmed and valuedo At the heart of Kierkegaard 1 s 
Christianity is the individual's God relationship, but is is his beilef as we 
have seen it expressed in the early authorship, that the Church may justifiably 
b l . th fl t d gl f th' l t' h' 88 as c ~n e re ec e ory o·· ~s re a ~ons ~Po 'l'he Church is not to be 
condemned simply because it involves the social gr-ouping together of individuals. 
'ro judge the Church on such criteria \wuld destroy Kierkegaard' s claims to 
evaluate qualitatively and not just quantitativelyo Kierkegaard is negatively 
disposed tov1ards the Church YJhen it appears as an obstacle bet'\'Jeen ,2&n Bnkel te 
and his Creatoro Ho,:ever, this is not a total and unqualified negativityQ 
So long as the integrity of §en )~nkel te is honoured and preserved then the 
JO:m .. wr; together of such individuals in the cnjoyraent of a community life is 
not to be invalidatedo 89 Clearly, in the early days K:ierkc€,a3.I'd 'dAl'Ll'S to 
retain a place for the Churcho Ho~7ever, it rcma:ins to be so::m ,-JhetP.er, as 
Boh~in suc;ccsts ~ the :LndividueJ. 1 s concern far h~ .. s o·.n1 Gclva~ion corr.c s to 
dominate the latzr authorship at the expense of the Churcho In this later 
discussion the notion of Ec.nJ~ __ l}he~ as an 11 accommodation" wil.l be i'llpm:'t(;tnto 
The proceeding discussion leadn appropriately :i..n.to a discussion of 
Kierkegaard 1 s an<l Grundtvig 1 s respective view of the Church; for i~ierlr..egr,.,ard 1 s 
criticism of Grundtvig is very much determined by the emphasis he lays upon 
the individual and the dictum that subjectivity is trutho Hoirup \~ri tesg 
11 K:ierlret;J.c'\X'd 1 s attitude torwrd the concept of the Church is determined by 
the strictness with uhich he carries through his basic vie'Wg one becomes a 
Christian by becoming an j..nd~v.id~:l_;, and the nay goes through 'the religious 1 
which is earnestness o 'l'hroughout his entire authorship he narns against the 
dangers v1hich the Church presents for 'the development of individuality 90 0 90 
Non, ne rove seen that although this negative attitude to the Church does 
feature in the whole of Kierkegaard 1 s work, at least in the early authorship, 
this co-exists vrith a more positive viewo Hoirup himself admits that up to 
1850 11 there is yet a certain real understanding of Church life" o 91 Hoc-1ever, 
it is true that Kierkegaard always san Grundtvig 1 s views as a threat to his 
ovm attempts at individualising Christianity as a corrective to current mass 
movements v;hich in Christendom had even overrun the Church itself. In fact 
Knudsen maintains that Gi'undtvig' s teaching had the effect of influencing 
I{ierkegaard 1 s very choice of terms. He has indicated how this influence 
complicates the nork of the translator: t1 \7hen Grundtvig and 1\:ierkegaard o o o 
use the word 'I~ke 1 , they mean the universal and historic Churcho ',7hen they 
use the word '1J.e:qi.tsh_~<:!' ('Congregation'; Germang ',9y__rne_i__gd~ 1 ) they might use it 
synonymously nith J<;.zy~ and mean the universal, historic Churcho They might, 
92 hovrever, also mean '1 congr'egation 1 in the narrow or local sense" o 1'he 
problem is to try and decide whether Kierkegaard 1 s criticisms of !·Ie12,i~ed 
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also i.t'>volvc an attack on any form of ecclesioloCY r1hatsoever ~ or -,;·hethcr 
they are simply directed. at the 11 congr-egation11 as a numerical concept r1~1ich 
is used by C-rundtvig to provide an objective norm replacing other objectivities, 
such as the Biblea ::Lt is hored to shorr tbat -vrh:LJ.st Cx·m'ldtvig9 s ::i .. ntrusion 
has cert6\inly helped to complicate Kicrkeg0.ard 0 s e}:pression of' his 11 Church 
vied', it has also had the effect of crystalising the issues involvedo 
f~s_ts2ript contains the most thoroughe;oinc; of Y'lierkegaard 1 s published 
attacks on Grundtvig' s viev1 of the Church. am·;cvcr, as early as i 8.35 
I\ierkegaard corrunitted to his Journal 11 Sorae remarks about Grundtvig' s theory 
of the Church'' 93 whilst the reference in ~ar ~nd 1'rem~~:hn...Ei to ,. those people 
in our day and af§3 nho gad about v1i th loose talk concerning the congregational 
idea11 clearly has Grundtvig and his followers as its target}4 First of all~ 
then, vre must acquaint ourselves ni th the "matchless discovery" Grundtvig made 
in respect of the Church's place in the search for Christian trutho 95 ~hen 
ne shall describe and evaluate the significance of Kierkegaard 1 s reaction to 
this viewo 
'.le can begin our account v1i th the year 1 822 vrhen Grundtvig was appointed 
pastor (~~llaJY of Vor ~relsers Kirke in Copenhagen. 96 This marked the 
fulfilment of Grundtvig' s ambri.. tions, but yet "the first years in Copenhagen 
nas a bleak period in v1hich hopelessness threatened to gain the upper hand11 0 97 
Although he attracted large congr-egations to hear him preach, yet he v1as 
certain they only comprised 11 lie-a-beds and somnambulists, skeletons and 
98 ghosts11 o Furthermore, he had not come to terms with the prevailing 
rationalist movement in theolo& and biblical studies. He was convinced 
that the orthodox Lutheran doctrine of inspiration did not satisfY him, but he 
vias equally convinced that the rationally explained Bible did no.t represent 
true Christianity eithero A new and alternative explanation was requiredo 
G-rundtvig was helped in the resolution of his difficulties by his realisation 
that two basically different questions needed to be askedo It is necessary 
to ask~ 1.Jhat is true Christianity? ioe. what has Clrist taught? 'l'hen a 
second question arises: Is Christianity true? Is Christ VlOrthy of belief? 
The first question is 11 entirely historical and r.mst be ans·.1ered rcr;ardless of 
all other considerations, by the apostles and early Christianso The other 
0 0 0 is a question of conscience which everybody must be alJ.oviccl to ans·ner on 
hi "b '1. ty'' 99 · s or:n responsJ. J._J. .. o 
Non~ if one has rejected the orthodox no~ ion the.t the Bible oilers truth 
in its literal meanint; (and G--.cuncltvig felt compelled to reject such a ~ositlon) , 
how can a firm footing be established in one us search for true Christianity? 
Grundtvig proceeded to dissect the scriptural record in order to try and isolate 
the kernal of Christian trutho So~ for example, John 3 Vo ·1 6 v1as seen by 
Grundtvig to summarise the whole Gospel messageo Rov1ever, even such a solution 
as this did not bring him complete sa tisf:actiono Hal Koch says~ '1 Gountle ss 
frag;nents amongst his posthumous papers show just how diligently he V1orked 
in these months in order to find the proper defence for Christianity and the 
proper way to communicate with his contemporaries~ but it would not come clear 
t hi 11 100 o m o But towards the end of 1 823 a new creative urge sprang up inside 
himo He had become gripped by the text from Romans~ 11 The night is far spent 
and the day is at hand" o This inspired his preaching to new mights rrhilst 
the poem "New Year's i.'Jorn" written in the Summer of 1 824 has been described 
as 11 one of the gr ea test v1or ks in the world 1 s liter a ture" o 1 01 Together with 
11 The Land of the Living'~ v1ritten about the same time, "New Year's IfJorn11 
represents a new optimism which led G-rundtvig to look for the early revi talis-
ation of Danish Church lifeo1 °2 He yearned for the chance to establish a 
small worshipping gr-oup of his associates, with whom he could preach his new 
found faith and sing the hymn inspired in him by this fai tho It was not until 
1 839 that this dre.am was realised, when he took up a living at Vartovo 
Meanwhile, the clash with rationalism came to a heado 
Grundtvig had always been strong in his condemnation of the historical 
Catholic papacy, but now he turned his attention primarily to exposing the new 
11 exegetical papacy" vvhich held Lutheranism in its gripo Be cause it vms now 
held that true Christianity could only be reached via critical interpretation 
of the scriptures, simple~minded people were forced into a state of dependence 
h . t t t' 103 upon the clerty 11ho alone had the ability to carry out sue J.n ,erpre a J.Ono 
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Crundtvig became convinced that 11 there must be c;iven an unerring 11itness to 
true Christianity~ so constituted that no scientific quibbling could shake 
it~ and so that even the most simple-minded could understanD.. itt• •1 04 'l'he 
search for such an understanding of Christianity as this characterised .~J\~ 
in 182.':) vJith the help of tno extremely able scholars, J.C. Linciberg and A.G. 
Rudelbacho In addition to this theoretical assault on rationalist principles 
there arose also a rather more irr~ediate and practical dispute. It revolved 
around the rationalist priests' opposition to a group of peasants on the 
island of l!'unen ·who held a number of independent religious meetings. The 
authorities moved in to stop the meetings and impose fines upon those taking 
part. Although Grundtvig vras far from being himself one of the "awakened"~ 
nevertheless he nas firm in his opposition to the intolerance of the 
rationalist authorities. It appalled him that simple~minded men of faith, who 
fundamentally held to old Lutheran teachings, should be so hounded by "faithless 
Priests" •1 05 Grundtvig's disillusionment with the priests and theologians 
nas now complete. It was in the heat of this conflict that his hiGhly-
original view of the Church took shape.106 
Having called into question the value of a literal acceptance of the 
scriptures, Grundtvig wrote: "The Lord has a stronger and more valiant H.egent 
in the v1orld than the dead scriptural literalism and scriptural scholars. He 
has the Holy Spirit, v1hich by vmy of the word in the congre£:ation, the word 
in the Lord's name whereby we perform Baptism and Eucharist, renders Christian-
ity recognisable to friend and enemy alike" •1 07 So it becomes clear that 
~·since the Church is not sanctified by scripture, but scripture by the Church, 
or because the word of faith we confessed and preached is the Cl},_urch's liv~, 
and the scripture on the contrary its dead concept, so it is clearly not 
scripture which can or shall defend the Church but the Church which shall 
108 
defend scripture". Hoirup comments that on these relatively few pages 
Grundtvig "promulgated his evangelical concept of the Church in such a v•ay as, 
in all essentials, retained its validity for him". 109 Hoirup adds further 
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that :Lt nas about this time that Grundtvit; first bct;an to usc the terms 
1S:i.-t:kl3, and E~~iE;gcd more or less synonymously as opposed to the current usage 
v1hich used J~:ix}~ to denote the clergy ancl E~~i_ghod the loityo11 ° For Grundtvig 
the "m~eccticc.l paJ..Jacy11 llli.s non been ovcrthro'.m and the p:o:>:i..csthood of' e..ll 
believers l~s attained to its proper statuso 
:.;hen FL No Clausen, a leading spokcslilan for Hat:i.onalism~ published his 
Crundtvig seized the opportunity to give expression to his ncn anareness of 
11 that which is the Christian Churches 1 unshakeable and unchangeable foundation~' o'l 1 1 
In opposition to Clausen's rather spiritual concept of the Church Grundtvig 
concentrated on 11 the historical Church which calls itself' Christian and admits 
to Baptism and the communion those who reject the Devil and confess faith in 
God and li'ather, Son and Holy Spirit~ in accordance with the three articles of 
faith which scholars call the apostolic symbols11 • Elserrhere he r.wintains that 
11 there has been, and is, a Christianity on earth, to be distine,uished from 
every other faith by its unequalled creed, by which in all its tongues, under 
all its changing forms, it has proclaimed, and proclaims, faith in Jesus 
Christ ooo as the certain and only way for sinners, as a way r1hich through 
baptism and communion leads to the King'dom of' God and the Land of the Living' o 
'l'hus, in answer to the questiong what is true yhristianity? Grundtvi~ points 
to the confession of faith 11 v1hich forms the narror1 door to the Church11 o \je 
must look to 11 the true and secure tradition - the public, oral, trustworthy 
witness of the whole of' our Lord Jesus Christ 1 s congr:-egation11 o 
By this appeal to the liturgical confession of faith Grundtvig avoids the 
objections which he believed must be made against the view which emphasised 
the priority of' scriptureo It is not necessary to be a professional, ioeo 
a priest or theologian in order to become acquainted with Christian truth. 
'l'hus the exalted position of the Clergy vis a vis theJaity is brushed aside 9 
and the laity's subservience in matters of doctrine can no longer be 
maintained. 11 lii!:ken is r:;enigheden. In these three rJords are expressed the 
fundamentals of' Grundtvig 1 s 'discovery"' o112 If anyone wants to know what 
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Christianity is~ then he should not ask the scholrrrs ano. linguists but 
rather he should ask the contrce;ation ;·ihere Christ himself is to be found in 
the living nord. The fact is tl1at this livint; \JOrd of Christ, ice. the 
cone;re£)1tiol.'l 1 s confession of its faith :i.n Baptisn a11d COimau.r.1.ion md.:::teO. j.11. 
the Church prior to the YJri tten v,ord. '!'he confession of faith ic the \10rd 
of Christ which binds toget:b.er heaven and earth, God a.nd man. ~:bis union the 
individual man can e~perience in the congrece.tion. '.1.'hn.ough the ·r:ord of faith 
Christ d·nells in the congregation and this i·Jora. itself is describeC.:. as ·'a \·,ord 
from the 1ord 1 s mm mouth'' o 11 3 ~'he recitation of the creed e.t Baptism 
ensures that a covenant is established between God and the individual, ·;rhilst 
its repetition at the Communion ensures that God sustains the individual in 
the Christian life. The confession of faith is indicative of Clu·ist' s presence 
in the Church of tbe past, the present and the Church that lies in the future. 
Hoirup declares: 
11 GTundtvig 1 s concept of the Church is at once h:istorical, actual 
and eschatological, but never Q~~ historical or onl~ eschatological 
The Church is God 1 s congregation in past, present and future, but 
never something which only has been or only sh8~l become • • • '.fithout a 
congr-ecation, no salvation. l!'or where there is no body, there can be no 
limbs o o. Church and Contregation represent for Grundtvie; salvation's 
and the Saviour 1 s body. The congregation is always a soteriologi.cal 
concept; in no other sense can there be talk about the Church11 o 114 
Hoirup mi@lt have added that salvation is always a congregational experience 
for Grundtvig; in no other context can there be talk about redemption. 
\7e come now to consider Kierkegaard 1 s reaction to Grundtvig' s view of 
the Church, and vm shall consider first those references v1hich mention 
Grundtvig explicitly by name.'115 
It is significant that the Journal entries of ·] 83 5 dealing with Grund tvig' s 
view of the Church are immedai tely preceeded by entries strongly criticising 
biblica+ interpreters v1.ho 11 damage the understanding of the New 'l'estament more 
tha th b f · t underst,,nding of 1' t'' •11 6 n ey ene 1 an ~ 'l'o this extent, Kierkegaard 
1'1 7 is in agreement with Grundtvig' s rejection of the "exet,retical papacy". 
Sirr.ilarly, much of Kierkegaard 1 s section in Postscript on 11 The Holy. Scriptw.·es111 'i 8 
which likerJise precedes his critique of "'l'he Churcli', uould win Grundtvig' s 
support. hmrever, 1\:.ierkegaard 1 s complaint is that Grundtvig' s nay out of the 
CJ.:i.lcnlllla :i.s in. feet ll.O S oJ.ution at allo On -GLe contrary~ tl·.:e errors of 
"1 B bil>lici.sm £>..lso chaL~actcrise C'!'undtvig 0 s vie1·1 of tl:e Churcho 1 
32) 
I~erkegJ.•Jrd. 0 s remarks on 11 'i.'he lloly Scriptures" form p.s.rt of' his treatment 
of "th0 objective };roblcm'~ i~eo objective :imrostic;at~l.on :l.i.J.to U.trc:i.stiarrLty u;.st 
:l.ncvite.bly be tlT.-rartea. oy the necessary link bot'.·men Christianity and its 
suo jective appropriation a Objective enquiry, nhethcr of' the historical or 
philosophical sort, demands disinteredness on the part of the enquirero 
Therefore, 1.rhen confronted 11ith Christianity, the objective enquirer must 
find himself in one or the other of t·;ro situations~ 
11 ffii,.the_r he is in faith convinced of the truth of Christianity, 
and in faith assured of his own relationship to it; in -;1hich case he 
cannot be infinitely interested in all the rest, since faith itself 
is the infinite interest in Christianity, e.nd since every other 
interest may readily come to constitute a temptation. 0~ tne 
eng_uircr is, on the other ho.nd, not in o.n attitude of faith, but 
objectively in an attitude of contemplation, and hence not infin-
itely interested in the determination of the questiod'. 119 
Here Kierkegaard pulls the gr>ound away from under Grundvig' s basic presuppos-
ition which is that the questions~ nhat is true Christianity? and. Is 
Christianity true? are two separate questions. This separation is the pre-
supposition of all objective enquiry, and ,.Jhatever theory Grundtvig devised 
in order to establish nhat is true Christianity, his very starting point must 
antagonise 11 the apostle of subjectivi tyt'. Uhatever may be the merit of 
Grundtvig 1 s theory as opposed to the orthodox bias tovards the scriptures (and 
Kierlregaard does see the merit of Grundtvig' s appeal to the testimony of the 
living Church rather than the dead scriptures)120 his starting point lies 
within the terri tory of the historical point of view where it becomes necessary 
11 to secure an entirely trustrrortey accoLmt of nhat the Christian doctrine really 
• 11 1 21 
lS • 'rhus the vital question of the subjective relation of the enquirer 
to the truth of Christianity is set aside. Nov1, as the reinstatement of this 
relation dominates the exposition in Postscript it is clear that Kierkegaard' s 
criticism of Grundtvig is founded on the basic first principles of thejr 
t . "t" 122 respec lVe posl lOns. Tlus point is important because it shows that a 
negative viel'l of the Church does not follow from Kierker;aard's critique of 
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Grundtvi0o J::n fe..ct, \1!1D .. t Kierlwgaara. atl;acks here is not t!:le very notion 
of Church itself, but rather the use of tho Church as a means of establishing 
nhat is true Christian doctrineo It is possible for I:ierl~cgc.8~1d to vaJ.ue 
the Cht:.xch as a vehicle of true Ch.riBt:i.an fe1lo-.J.sb·l f.J • •• J.1ilst at the sc..me t:llne 
attacl:i.ng Gruncltvig for resorting to the Church tl as the certai~1 recourse for 
deterl!lining Christian doctrine" o 1 23 Perhaps Kierkegaard 1 s best m.u:-JIT,ary of 
his position is tucked aYJaY in a footnote~ 
"The infinite reflection in which alone the concern of the subject 
for his eternal happiness can realise itself', has in general one distin-
5Uishing mark~ the omnipresence of the dialecticaL Let it be a 1mrd, 
a proposition, a book, a man, a fellowship, or nhatever you please~ as 
soon as it is proposed to make it serve as limit, 1 24 in such a way 
that the limit is not itself again die.lectical, rJe have superstition 
and narrouness of spirit o o o As soon as I taL:e the dialectical auay, I 
becmue superstitious, and att?mpt to cheat God of each moment's strenuous 
reacquisition of that which has once been acq.uiredo., But it is far more 
comfortable to be objective~ and superstitious, ano. boastful about it 
o o o II '] 25 
In addition to this general criticism of Grundtvig, IQerkegaard also 
attacks him on more particular aspects of his theoryo l!'rom Kier ke gaard 1 s 
point of view, Grundtvig 1 s stress on the Greed shares one particular failing 
rJi th the prevailing biblicism. Both the Bible and the Creed are verbal forms 
thus being open to the charge of equivocation nhich al17ays threatens "words" o 
In the Journal Kierkegaard writes: "There must, after all, be something which 
is so holy that it cannot be expressed in Ylords11 o126 'l'his general thought 
prompts the following comment about Grundtvig: 11 But ·when we look noVJ at the 
expression of the Christian faith on nhich he thinks the Church is based, so 
must 17e ack:nov1ledge that, considered in and for itself, it is an impossibility 
that an idea can find completely adequate expression in ·words". 1 27 
Kierkegaard goes on to introduce the ppoblem of translation and interpretation 
which necessarily renders questionable any dependence upon a verbal norm 
in getting to the truth of Christiani~. Kierkegaard argues further, that 
the creed may be said to be even more in danger of misinterpretation than 
the .New Testament, on the gr-ounds of its brevityo128 By way of summary 
Kierkegaard writes: "1'he same objections can be made against the Symbol 
(12.Y.mbole~ ioeo the Creed) as they (ioeo Grundtvigians) make against the 
j)j 
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~·urthermore, Kierke{;aard argues on the basis of tho rc'.7 Testament that 
Grundtvig 1 s emphasis on :Sapt:i.sm rather than Communion is totally mis)Jlacedo 
I\i.erkeccard believes that tl.1e :Cucl.12.r:int \'J2.S more cc:ntral to t~1e l:i.vii.1t_: J.i:tc 
of the early Church than }Japtism, nh:i.lst Grunc~tvig 0 s and 1indbert;' s contentions 
that tho Creed dcx:s not occur in the Hen Testament or the early )~'athe:c·s beca-c.se 
·1 ) it v1a.s too 1.1ell lmovm to need citing and 2) it was considered to be a 
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secret, are carefully refutedo Such objections to these may seem trivial, 
but they serve to underline the point I'derkegaard 'aas to make in Posts~~~iJ1 
eleven years later: 
11 By suddenly shifting the plan of campaign ( io e. from the Bible 
to the Confession of Faith), -r1hen one is at the same time fortunate 
enough to have no one attack the new line of defence, a eenius like 
Grundtvig may readily find himself blissfully convinced that all is 
now nell, with the help of his matchless discoveryo But let the 
Church theory endure attack as the Bible theory has had to endure it; 
let the nhole swarm of possible objections arise to seek its life: 
what then? 'I'hen we shall here again consistently find that an intro-
ductory discipline becomes necessary; for every other procedure would 
nullify the Church theory itself, and transfer the problem to the realm 
of the subjective where it properly belongs, thou@1 the objective 
Grundtvig does not think sol' o 131 
'l'his quotation serves to underline that Kierlregaard 1 s treatment of Grundtvig 
in Pos~s~riJ1 is essentially part of his main theme - to establish the thesis 
that subjectivity is truth.132 ~ihat ever may be Grundtvig's (or Lindberg's) 
merits, ultimately his Church view poses a threat to the appropriation process 
which is so vital to Kierkegaard 1 s Christian understanding. By proposing the 
Church's confession of faith as an objective norm for true Christianity 
Grund tvig is providing yet another 11 comfortable" way of becoming a Christian. 
Or rather, of .course, a \'Jay of beguiling the individual into be~ieving that 
he is a Christian. G·rundtvig thus becomes another symbol of decayed 
Christianity "where all are Christians" •133 To this extent his name can be 
uttered in the same condemnatory breath as the bourp;eoi.§_ clergy and the 
speculative philosophers. 
Is Kierkegaard's attack on Grundtvig justified? It might be objected 
that, v1hils t GTundtvig wishes to emphasise the continuity of the faithful 
conununity since the time of Christ, Kierkegaard has· onesidedly latched on to 
the confession of faith as central to Crundtvig 1 s theory o 
reasons \1hy tJ:ri.s objection cannot be sustained. 
called ° Christ is the Rocl~1 13!:- Grund.tvig saysg 
Firstly, in a sermon 
11 
•• o it struc~c me t]:l..at the Creed at Baptism undeniably e~::pressed 
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that i.'a:Vch all t.he sincere members of the coml!tun:!.ty must h..avG in corrunon 11 
but fro!Il that ll10rnent it v1as es clear as day to me that this Creed 11 YJith 
its presupposed correspoP..ding belief, vras the rock vJhich till no1.7 had 
su.pported the Church, and that neither could a single reasonable 
objection be made to the obvious truth that the Christian Church, as a 
Christian community nhich is established by Baptism, stands and falls 
by its baptismal covenant, to nhich the Creed insepara.bly belongs". 
Here the Creed iR that v.rhich binds the community to ee ther and thus , for 
Kierkegaard, it becomes a limiting factor in determining membership of the 
group. Herein lies the danger that acceptance of the Creed as a condition 
of Church membership may become an end in itself. An objective substitute 
for the full passion required of that individual \1ho vJOuld become a Christian. 
Secondly, Kierkegaard v-ms concerned to use Gruna.tvig 1 s arguments against 
Grundtvig himself. Grundtvig maintained that the Bible was a dead word 
nhilst he advocated the living v1ord of the Churcho Kierlregaard hammers home 
the ·point that, as a historical form giving only approximations, the confession 
of faith is struck down by the same ammunition as that used by Grundtvig 
himself to destroy the 11 exegetical Papacy11 associated with the Bible. 
Honever, there may be some substance to the charge that Kierkegaard ignored 
something very important in Grundtvig's teachingo In the above quotation there 
is mention of the Creed 11 v1ith its presupposed corresponding belief11 • This 
belief does not simply amount to the acceptance of a given formula. This 
formula defines what Christianity is, but "the truth of Christianity is 
1.35 dependent on the individual, personal experience of sin and grace" • 
By attributing such thoughts to Grundtvig, Lindhardt is able to sa;y tba t 11 in 
reality Gruna.tvig 1 s and Kierkegaard's concerns and intentions are the same. 
That vihich Grundtvig proclaims in his sermons and especially in his hymns is 
really the existential present da;y message which Kierk.egaard also wishes to 
give through his edifying and religious writings and for which he philsophiically 
clears the v1ay in the famous f~uding Unscientific Postscri..£::!:11 • 1.36 Now, 
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JJinClha.cllt is right in callin[; attention to the likeness between Grundtv:Lg 0 s 
and ~Ci0rkegaard 1 s points of departure. Furthermore~ it is probably true that 
KierkeBaard 1 s concern to set Grund tvig up as a typ:i.cal ex£unple of the contem~ 
por.a:cy trend to>-Jards objectivisinc; Christianity resulted in his <loing J.e~s 
than justice to Grundtvig1 s interest in the inciividual 1 s persona,l aJ?p:ropriation 
of faith. Dut, as Hoirup has concluded, despite their similarities the two 
\Jriters differ decisively in terms of both form and result. 11 It seems as if 
they nere destined to go in different directions, just as th0 t·:10 largest 
rivers of J-utland have their source in the same small copse on the highlands 
but on different sides of the watershed, so that one travels east and the other 
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west". As we pointed out above, the very recognition by Grundtvig of true 
Christianity and the truth of Christianity as two separate issues inevitably 
necessitated a breach betl1een his viens and those of ICierkegaard. Although the:ir 
point of departure is the same, it soon becomes clear that their methodological 
presuppositions differ radically. \:hilst ICierkegaard begins attacking the 
prevailing objectivity in religion by pressing the claims of inwardness, only 
later launching a direct assault nhen the former method foundered, Grundtvig 
moved straight into an overt campaign of ecclesiastical reform and renewal. 
As with l'ilynster, Martensen and Hegel, KierkBt;'aard is ready to give praise 
to Grundtvig where praise is due; but when the task to band is the introduction 
of Christianity into Christendom then there can be no quarter given to those 
whose intentions and ideals may be honourable enough, but yet whose methods 
are liable to upset the v1hole campaign. Given the radical dimensions of 
Kierkegaard 1 s reappraisal of Christianity, then his critique of Grundtvig 
may be justified. Ho,-Jever, judged by the normal canons of critical assess-
ment, Grundtvig' s follovvers can justifiably claim that Kierkegaard 1 s treatment 
of the teaching of their master lb suffers from Kierkegaard 1 s meagre ability to 
view others objectively". 138 
1
.Jhat does Kierkegaard 1 s critique of Grundtvig contribute to our under-
standing of the former 1 s viev1 of the Church? It needs to be emphasised, I 
think, that in attacking Grundtvig at this point, ICierkegaard is not attacldng 
the Chu.rch :i. tsclf, but a rleviant abur,e of it. IIoirup 1 s assertion that 
J:,icrke[)3.ard 1 s criticism of prevailing Christian institutions ilresultod in the 
rejection of eny and all forms of the Churchn may or may not be tJ.~uc, bu.t 
u:ny\iay, such o.n e.tt:i.tude couJ..d not be causally att:'ibutcd to !1is chs!1 ·.,'ith 
Grun.cJ.tvig. 'i'hroug.~ his stmly of Kierkcgaord 1 s relationship to Lcgel~ 
1.11. 'l'hulstrup comes to the conclusion that the former 1 s anti=Iler;el:i.a.nisrr. is 
basic to his nhole originality as a thinker and is not dependent, even in a 
ner;ative sense, on Hegel himself. Similarly, ~\...ierkegaDrd is consistenlly 
anti-Crundtvig vrhen it comes to ecclesiology and this opposition is conditioned 
by Kierkegaard 1 s extremely orit,:inal and intensely personal theological position 
rather than by the terms of the discussion as laid down by Grundtvigo In 
other vJOrds, \?hat Kierkegaard attacks is the Church as expounded by Grundtvigo 
After tl1is attack it still remains an open question v<hether Kierkegaard still 
has a place for the Church in the life of the Christian. 
Nonetheless, Kierkegaard 1 s conflict with G:rundtvig did help him to 
clarify a number of issues. Hoirup declares~ 
"l!,or Kierkega.ard, Lien:i.._ghden, on the fen occasions when he uses the 
term sensu ~' has not its home in time, but in Eternit-y11 • 139 
Certainly Kierkegaard objects strongly to any attempts at abolishing the 
distinction between the visible and invisible Church, and clearly Grundtvig 1 s 
theories helped him to reach clarity on this point. In Postscript Kierkegaard 
ironically dismisses attempts to abolish this distinction in historical 
retrospect. 'l'hen he comments, 11 The invisible Church is no historiml 
phenomen; it cannot be observed objectively at all, since it exists only 
in the subjectivity of the individuar' •140 This whole passage is probably 
Hritten with Grundtvig at least partly in mind,141 and it serves to underline 
the fact that for Kierkegaard the question whether the Church is to be fully 
realised in time or in eterni~ is not of primary importance. Hather, 
he contends that the true Church, 'Wherever or whenever it comes to fruition, 
nill not be a historically determined reality but a subjective reality 
determined by the quality of personal inv1ardness on the part of single 
,individuals. 1Jrilst Grundtvig is founding his Church on the principle of 
historice.l o~,ctcnsioi"l, Kicrkogaard is pressing the case for passionate 
intensityo11:.2 Or, to quote ~of'tdahlg 11 Grundtvig 1 s me_ni~hed becomes 
taJ:.:en up int0 Christ by a mutual compromise between priest am1p!erliJ~he~o 
F:icrlret;;aarCI. seeks out Christ in connection rJith the :uuitation of hif> 
imJa.rdnesso . . . . i L·.3 It is a difi'crenoe of ~1mer exert:.Lon ancJ. actJ..v~ty11 o · 
:~ascl!b~re in [o_st"~or-.!Pt Kierkegaard describes hoYJ the prevalence of' notninv,l 
Christianity has so expanded the visible Church "that all the original 
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relationships have been reversed11 o 144 Although he insists that he reco{';niscs 
ll the difference that must al·Hays remain betneen the visible and the invisible 
Church", Kierkega.ard makes it clear that in the move tov1ards subjectivity he 
finds these labels w1helpfulo He vJritesg 11 At the present time the 
difficulty of becoming a Christian involves active~ transforming an inttial 
being~ a Christian into a possibility, in order to become a Christian in 
reality" o In other words, members of the visible Churc~'l must, by a process of 
increasing inwardness, become real Christians. But does this ~treal Christianity11 
allow scope for community? If it does, then it will not be of the kind 
Grund tvig champions o It nill not base its credentials on the approx~nation 
of historical research but on the quality as Christians of those who comprise 
ito 'i'his community ·will not be the necessary vehicle of salvation, as 
Grundtvig sugtestso Rather, it will be the £ruit of its members individual, 
saving relationship to God through Christo Even though God must still be 
left 11 to judge the secrets of the heart" ,145 at least membership of this 
community might offer some proof that an individual is a Christiano God 1 s 
sovreigni ty demands that the distinction between the visible and the invisible 
Church be retainedo But his study of Grundtvig has taught him that the 
11 community of believers" 146 must not become an easy escape from the full 
rigours of Christian discipleshipo The Church must never become a substitute 
for the individual's relationship to Godo147 
Now, to what extent did Grundtvig' s terminology influence Kierkegaard? 
'l'his question brings us to our second sub-sectiong 
o) ICiorkegaard. 0 s implicit references to Grundtvig. 
Verna.r·d l:lllzr rJritesg "Kierlregaard was hampered in developing his concept 
term and y·uined it?. 148 It is doubtfu~ H' the issues here m:·e (i_uitc so clear 
cut as this statement suggests. \le have described horv Grundtvit; re jectcd 
the generally accepted usat;e of the terms K:y-_~ a_nd £~p_iJ41~c!<> in order to 
treat them synonymously 9 'l'he clergy/laity dichotomy had to be abolished. 
Because the confession of faith receives its authori~ from its place in the 
congregation, no lon~r can the clergy alone claim a privili~d position as 
protectors and interpreters of the faith. This understanding blossomed forth 
in Grund.tvig 1 s nritings in the early and mid-tnenties, and he never deviated 
from it to any siglifica.nt extent. No\7, if rJe are to attribute to Grundtvig 1 s 
usat,-e a really decisive influence upon Kierkega.ard then we might expect this 
to be manifest in the early authorship Ylhich only began vJhen Grundtvig1 s 
"matchless discovery11 1ms nearly fifteen years old. Hor;ever, in most respects 
!Uerkegaa.rd is seen to adopt precisely the usage rejected by Grundtvig. 
Already ne have given an account of Kicrkegaa.rd 1 s treatment of the congr-egation 
(J::enighed) as spectators at weddings and as listeners to sermons. 149 In 
such cases, Menighed obviously refers to the laity and on occasion the 
l!.;nglish translators, quite correctly, use 11 lai~11 as the best equivalent of 
On the other hand, Kirken is very often used in the pseudonymous 
literature to refer to the status and function of the hierarchy. In 
Either=Or Vol. I KirkeJ]; is used in connection r1ith the consecration of a 
marriage whilst in VoL II it is Kirken which the aesthete resents coming 
between him and his bride.1 51 This evidence alone Ylould be of little value 
if not for the fact that Kirken seldom, if ever, is used to denote the con-
gr-e ga. tion. In other vrords, for Kierke gaard Kirke and ~igh~ are certainly 
not synonymous terms in the riay Grundtvig suggests they should be. Rather, 
at this stage, he is content to use such terms in their generally excepted 
sense, without being significantly influenced by Grundtvig1 s views on the 
matter. In this respect Kierkegaard reflects his general policy of not 
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interfcrint; •,Ji th e;~teraals o ·.,hcreas Grundtvig vJa."lts to free the laity from 
their bondage to the clergy (by campaignin~ for the abolition of parish bonds)~ 
Kierke gaard nishes to r;o much deeper into the root caunes of the current 
demoralised s:i.tuation in Ctr('istendomo {(-i.or lre c.;ar..rd has so little in co~:uuon 
;d.th Grundtvig that his use of r:ords hardly roflects the latter 0 s influence a 
.ihilst he shares r,rith Grundtvig certain anti=clerical tendencies, his main 
concern is not to abolish or retain the traditional pattern of clergy and 
laity. That vrhich incurs his rJrath is the Grundtvigian tendency to play 
with the 11 idea of communi ty11 S>152 when the more urgent task is the instilling 
of passion and inwardness into the life of the individual. So, as with the 
more explicit references, where Kierkegaard makes an implicit reference to 
Grundtvig' s vievr of the Church the motive is not a basic antagonism tov1ards 
the notion of Christian community but rather a \·1il.l to COI11bat distorted 
emphases on Church and community which sidetrack from the most important 
challenge a Even if in later years Kierkegaard treats Kirke and h~en_ighed 
as interchanf_eable terms denoting the same basic evil in Christendom, the 
authorship up to and including Jost~£:i£"!: reveals no tendencies to directly 
attack or redefine the accepted terminology. 
By wa:y of summary Yle may sey that Kierkegaard 1 s confrontation with 
Crundtvig helped him to clarify in his ovm mind exactly ·what aspects of Church 
theory he needed to oppose. Grundtvig 1 s view of Kirke and Iilenighed as 
synonymous terms is indicative of the general wish to raise the stature of 
the congregation to that of an objective norm for Christian truth. 1'his 
Kierkegaard must oppose because it viill tend to make membership of the congre-
gation a satisfying end in itself. If this happens then the vital qualitative 
determination of the Christian faith has been sacrificed for a quantitative 
criterion. The witness of an historical Church Ca.P.not be called to vindicate 
an essentially paradoxical faith. Such v1itness has objective forms, only 
subjectivity is appropriate to the assimilation of true Christianity. 153 
Using his characteristic terminology Sponheim summarises the matter this 
v~ay~ 11 It may be noted that the diastatic tendency in Kierkegaard 1 s thought 
. . . . b . tt . t . . " G dt · ,.)I 1 79 finds active e~[press2on 2n nls . 2 er crl lClsm or run v25 • 1iith 
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respect to the GJ.1urcil the diastatic tendency produced a.n apparently net;ative 
attitude in hierkogaard~ antl certainly his anti~Grundtvig poJ.emic leaves the 
impression of a generally unfavourable judgement u:)on conu:m:nity relatio!1ships. 
I-Iooevcr ~ ne slJL\X'e Sponhcim 0 s concern not to b:1.sa conclunions on u u di2.static 
-''-~ fa· t t· t t · ?· ,~ a·• 151.. reai..U.ng O" J..as ·a J.C ·ex s J.n l\.J..er ~ gaar ' o 1.'he criticism of GrurKl.tvig 1 s 
Church vie•:J in ,Eo,~:ts.cl~~,;e."t, is not; an end in itself anU. does not c9.X'ry any 
implications regarding a thorough~going assault on the principle of comr.iunit-y. 
Tho critique is offered in pursuance of a far more basic point •:Jhich :i11rpinf.:es 
on the very nature of Christian faith. Yihen Kierlregaard has finally resolved 
11 r1hat it means for me to become a Christian" then a place for the Church can be 
sought within this meaning. 
',Jhat conclusions may be drawn from the fore§Jing study of the Church in 
Kierkegaard 1 s early writings? 
In all important respects Kierkegaard 1 s claims macle in his response to 
Rudelbach are borne out by the facts. The Church does not figure at all 
prominentzy in these years and when it does feature in the published works or 
the Journals it is often only as a given fact taken for granted. de have 
seen hoH the pseudonyms used the Church and congr-egation in a fashion neither 
apologetic nor polemical. \Jhatever conclusions vve may draw from remarks made 
about the Church or the congr-egation in the ethicist's essays on marr~a§e, 
which is the primary subject of interest, the Church arises only incidently. 
1;,-hen Kierkegaard is dealing with the preacher and his hearers, then clearly 
the ecclesiastical and congregational context is very relevant. But still 
the basic impression given is that of the institutional and historic Church 
as an unchallenged presupposition. In actual fact I'Qerkegaard sometimes 
attacks the clergy for fai:)..ing their flock thus implicitly accepting the 
principle of Christian community life as an objective \Jorth :fosteringo If 
conclusions are to be based on this evidence alone then K.ierkegaard' s 
attitude to the Chu~ch might be described as one of indifferent acquiescence 
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l.iol·Jcvcr ~ i:~icrkec;aar<l 1 s essential orie;i.nal:i.ty a::: a Ci:lristian thinker prev~ 
ented. him from resting content with the situation as ~iven. 'l'he subjective 
problen~ facing 1::-ierkcgQ.QXd - the problem of f'in<lil1.e; a truth ~Jhich could become 
t:<:uth f'o:t' h:l_n necc;ssorily set h:it,1 at o6.c1s \:J.th all attcupts et o1Jj:Jctlve 
solutions a '1'he truth he seeks must be truth TI'OR BIE and !1o rnust not be lured 
on to a uild goose chase in pursuit of ob jectivc criteria of Christian truth 
which~ in fact, only provide approximations o 'l'hus he ;.;as bound to run up at;ainst 
the Church as an institution which sought to accred.it itself rlith the criteria 
of truth, either vesting it in a Pope~ a gaggle of Biblical interpreters or 
the historical witness of the congr-egationo ]'rom his experience, Kierkegaard 
knew that that for which a man can live and die is fotmd only by nir.ning through 
to a direct relationship betrreen the individual and his creatoro 'l'his battle 
is fought over 70 3 000 fathoms and not r1ithin the comfortable, clearly defined 
limits of truth as set by the clerey and Professors. The timidity of 
Christendom is like that of people nho skate on the thick ice near the edge of 
the pondo Man has the freedom to venture farther into the middle - he neects 
only the nill and passion to do ito The prize is Christianity. l.t is for 
the individual man, in the full passion of inrJardness, to face tl:.e Faradox full 
square, not fleeing ar1ay in search of a less awesome resting placeo The 
Church can be, and in Christendom has become just a resting place. 
';Jhat is requirea. is the re-instatement of subjectivity - the reintroduction 
of Christianity into Christendom a 
Dut yet, given this basic perspective, Kierke gaard did not nant to 
promulgate external reforms. Once subjectivity has won back its rightful 
place then the objective usurpers will need to be seriously re-examined. 
Kierkegaard's critique of the current Church vie~ in Post~criQ! means that he 
·wants to abolish the Church no more than his critique of the Bible means that 
he has its destruction in mind. No. '.7hat Kierkegaard wants to do in the 
authorship up to and including Pro=stscr:hf;lt is to whovr that the paradox of 
Christianity demands that subjective criteria of truth must take priority 
over objective norms o The Bible and the Church have a relative value in so 
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fur U.3 they tcJ:e the disci1Jle some 11ay along tre roe.cl to becominf; a Christian)) 
out t:r..e decisive factor in the appropriation process 11mst be subject::i.vity -
"the subjectivity of the subject bec01:1es tl:e final state e,nd objectivity a 
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van:i.shing fc.ctor'o 'J:his requ:irel!1ent tl:.at tlJC oiJjective 1cu.st ve.nisb. in 
the f.sce of the individual's existential choice bvfore Cod is m:'..ssecl by 
Gruna:tvig and by those \,iho q<.lalify Cl1ristlanity numerically. 
ne pointed out in our discussion of G-rundtvig ancl ~(ierke§9.ard, the fact tr.at 
the latter attacks the former 1 s falling short of this ultimate requirement 
does not mean that the Church for which he stands thereby is condemned. 
Kierkegaard v1ants to expose abuses of the Church in the thought of Christendom 
in order to reinstate it as a glorious reality lying on the oth£r side of 
the individual's personal leap of faith. 
In brief, then, the Church in the early authorship is accepted as a given 
fact. It exists as a guide on the road leading to tho decision of faith. 
But yet its very existence is a threat to the possibility of the individual 
ever getting to the point of decision. So Kierkegaard criticises views and 
practices which seem likely to au§Jlent this threat. In vutting the case 
for subjectivity, Kierkegaard is prepared to temper his criticism of the 
Church, contenting himself with an assault on the parallel threat posed by 
speculation. But w·hen the case had been put, and still there was no uncler-
standing, Kierke::-.aard comes to tolerate the status guo less and less whilst 
at the same time attacking the objective complacency of the Church ever more 
bitterly. 
1 o See above ppso 25 f~o 
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6o Althou,eh it is alr1ays essential to bear in mind the dichotomy of 
lJ~:>eudonymous and edifying literature, 1'/e shall treat the body of the 
authorship as one unit in this instance for~ honever different tmse 
vrorks way be~ Kierkegaard nevertheless insists tha.t none of them contains 
a proposal for external chane;es in the sphere of the Church and with 
regard to not one of them is 11 Church11 a concept to be stressedo Ibido 
Po L~9 and GregQ.r Iflalantschuk 1 s commentary in the St;J-me volume po 1 J9·--= 
7 o HmJ'ard Ao J"ohnson endorsed this point in his introductory article to 
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11 o Ilere we may recall l'liartin Buber 1 s comment: 11 God cannot be Regine 1 s 
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);1arie 'l'hulstrupg 11 Kierkegaards 'onde verden 111 o Kierkega,a_rdianao Kbho 
1 955o PPSo 42 - 54) 
12o Either-Or Vola II Po 95g 11 all the talk about the disparagement of 
love by the Church is utterly un£ounded and exists' only for him v1ho has 
taken offence at religion11 o 
1 3 o In the light of these passages in Either-Or Hudelbach 1 s appeal to 
Kierkegaard in support of civil marriage certainly seems ironicalo 
Hov1ever, vJe must resist any temptation to draw any deeper inferences 
from Kierkegaard~s refusal to be allied nith Hudelbach other than that 
he ·wished to be disassociated from moves towards changes in externalso 
But I do believe that in Volo II of Eii;h~r he is wishing to say 
something positive about the Church, its value and authority as an 
instrument of God 1 s v1illo 
14o Either-=O:r VoL II Po 251 o See f./illoi 16:0: 11 (The bystics) think that 
they stand in an immediate relationship to God and \?ill thus not recognise 
that all men only stand in a mediated relationship (The Church - in the 
political sphere, the State)11 ; Papo II A 53: 11 l''aust expresses the 
individual after the abrogation of the Church, severed from its guidance 
and abandoned to himself; this is an indication of his relationship to 
the Heformation and is a parody of the Hcformation in so far as it one= 
sidedly exphasises the negative aspect"; I:.aJ2o II A 223: 11 'l'here are on 
.342 
the nhole very fea men rrho are able to bear the rs.oj;e_s~ten.t view of 
life o If tl:e Frotsstant vien is really to become strencthenj_ng 
for ,i~eo~9_<2lfl!!IO_n~.rn,8{h it IIlUSt either structUX"e itself in a s;uallcr 
community (separatism, small congregations ctco) or approach Catholicism~ 
in order in both cases to develop the wutual bearing of life 1 s burdens 
in. a commune.l lii'e, nhich only tho most gifted inci~.vid.uaJ.s e.re able to 
uiSllCnso \litho Christ inci.eed has Cl.iect for all !OC!1, also for r.;c ~ -out 
thiu ~ 1 for rne11 must nevertheless be i..."l.terprcted in such a \Jay that he 
has died for me only in so far as I belong to the wany'1 o C.erner Stark 
mainte.ins that this entry 11 affords the master-key to the intcrp:<>cto.tion 
of' the uhole institutional development of Christianityi1 o ":derlmcc.ard 
on Capitalism11 o Soc:i£lor;ical lievien Volo 42, ·1 950. Po 88) o Cf o 
P~ o I A 30 7; II A 1 72 ll 1 87; III A 21 6 
15o See ~a,Eo I A 1 T/g 11 It is dangerous to isolate oneself too much, to 
evade the bonds of Societyil , and fiill• ll A 1 '12 o here it is rrell to 
note that in o.ealing vdth references in ~er-0~ I have avoided the 
attribution of sentiments expressed there directly to Kierkegaard 
himself. Hor1ever, that he himself valued the 11 finiteness 11 bestowed 
by participation in congregational activity mey be inferred from the 
account of Judge Uilliam 1 s visits 11 to one of the Churches here in 
the city11 (:~1J._~thcr=Or Vol. II ppso 318 = 9). These reminiscences have 
tl:1.e ring of autobiography: about them and probably reflect Kierkee;aard 1 s 
onn e2~crienccs and values. 
16o See .§.tar;es p. 161g 11 1Ie returns home from Jlis holy pilgrimage, he 
belongs to her, he is ready - ready to meet her at the altar where the 
Church is to declare him a proper husband" o IIorJever, note also 
Either-Or Volo II po 36 and Papo II A 537 where Kierkegaard narns 
against a superstitious view of the Church 1 s powero 
17o ~· IV A 97o Cf. Papa X 5 A 149. Sec also §.i~~~ ppso 278 ~ 9 
Hhere the subs·~ance of this meeting is recounted: 11 This ought not 
to have been in a Church • o o ( nhere) I am so readily tempted to regard 
the matter eternalli!· See "Kierkegaards Kirkegang' o Carl Celtzer in 
Aarhus Amstidende 17th November 1 951 o 
1 8o ~~;~..:e:~II A 13; III A 66 and 86 ff o 
19o In addition to the passages already noted see Either~r I pps. 431 -2 
20o ppso 39 - 41 
21 • pps. 41 9 - 20 
22. See J:a~. II A 234 
23. Concept of Dread pps o 1 4 - 1 5 
24. Stages pps. 137 - 40 
25. See Pa~. II A 12 p. 12 
26. See !_ear and 'l'rembling ppso 39 - 40; Pap. II A 463 
27o See ~a~. II A 537; Fear and Trembling ppso 39 = 40 
28o Edj~f'yj.ng Di~Olli'Sej! (Four Vols.) Augsburg 1945o Volo III P• 83 
29. Cfo Pa..:J2• VII 1 A 176 P• '113 
30o See P~o X 1 A 212o Cf o Postsc_ript Po 416 
35. 
36. 
34-.3 
See 11 Love covers a multi twle of sins11 • 'l'b:r.ee };(lif_ying Discourses 
(l?our Vols.) VoL I p. 81 g 11 The Apostl~ "(t:5-;;te~rf-l~ve~ ~hl:;-c-o~:!t~;unity 
too much to keep t'Jealdy silent about the terrible news that the end 
of all things is approaching' • Sec also 0 St:!:'engthenecl in the Inner 
Lian11 • J:bi9-.p. 96. These passar,es speak of the apostles 1 concern for 
their congregation, and this is the theme of one of the most o.ecisive 
of the early Journal c:mtriel.:l on the Church = ~~8:P.· li A 522g ',.'lie 
C:i:mrch must natch over its cbildr.en lest they betray their 1orci and 
i.iaster. As a guide to the ';Jay in vrhich K.ierkcgaard 1 s later polemiceJ. 
stance affected his attitude to this particular point, see .J;:a_}!.X.I 2 A 10 
where the Apostles arc accused of reducing the t:hristian <ieinand by 
forming a society (~) 
nThe Individual1' o 'l'wo Note_s concerning my \iork as an Author. I)J;blisi1ed 
1859. Note 2 written 1847. Pii~ted in P2J-¢;:rvi-;;;-pps~.-1-29 - 30 
See Samle~e Vaerker 3rd }!;dition ( 1 964) Volo 20 pps. 54 = 6 whe:!:'e 
Gregor lvialantschuk establishes the centrality of this concept vd th 
especial reference to Point of VieJY. Also Vilh. Andersen~ !,ider o._g 
~r a~~-k Aands Histor_ie. Kbh. 1 916 Volo II pt. 2 P·1 08~ "The 
fundamental thought in his productiong the individual~ isolation". 
Of the large number of references which might be quoted to document 
this point, 'iJe note especially P?-J2• IX A l1- (184.8)g "Balloting (\'ihich is:. 
essentially the life principle in government by the people; the numer:ical) 
is the destruction of everything great and noble and holy and lovable and~ 
above all, of Christianity~ since it is a deifying of v10rldliness and an 
infatuation with this VJOrld. Christianity is the exact opposite. 
(1) Purely formally. For Christianity is eternal truth, Christianity 
is entirely indifferent as to whether something has the majority b.ehind 
it or not. But in the abracadabra of balloting, the majority is proof 
of the truth; Hhatever lacks it is not truth, and vJhatever has it is 
truth. Frightful spiritlessness~ 
(2) S§aliter Christianity is directly opposed. For Christianity as 
militant truth assumes that here in this wretched norld truth is always 
in the minority. Consequently, from the Christian point of view~ truth 
is in the minority; according to balloting, the majority is truth. 
Indeed~ 11 I!'rom the writings intended for publication we take note of 
.!he Frese_nt Am in its entirety as well as the summary statementg "A 
Crowd is Untruth11 • 'rhis is found in the first of the "Two 'notes' 
concerning my work as an Author" (Point of View p. 116). Although the 
political events of 1 84.8 brought Kierke gaard' s attack on Iviaengden to a 
head (see Howard A. Johnson~ "Kierkegaard and Politics". A Kierkegaa.rd 
Critique pps. 74 - 84), suspicion of the numerical and its threat to 
den Enkelte is an ingredient of Kierkegaard 1 s nhole Christian understanding 
See Samlede Vaerker 2nd Edition Vol. XIV pps. 383 - 387 
T. H. Croxall~ Kierkegaard Commentary p. 246. See alsog II.L. i:iartensen: 
Den Christelige Ethik. I<bh. 18M. Vol. I pps. 289 f. and Per Lpnning~ 
Samtighedens Situation. Oslo 1954 p. 252 
V. Lindstrom: "Kierkegaards Individualism". Svensk Teologisk Kvartalskrift 
Stockholm 1943. Vol. 19 no. 1 P• 1 8 
38. R. Neilsen: "En god Gjerning1 • :B'aedrelandet. Kbh. 1 855. Vol. 1 6 no. 8. 
1Oth January 
39. T. Bohling Soren IC..i.e£.}~aards etiska ~s~dning med sarskild hansyn til 
begr:eppet "Den ~nskilde". 1 91 8 p. 269 
40. T. Bohlin~ Tro_ och Uppenbarelse 1926. P• 149 
41 o Stocki1olm 1 94l:. 
42. Bohlin is avJare of the challenge that this is in fe.ct Judge \/illiaB 
v1ho is sJ:Jeaking. Honever, he appeals to recent events involving 
Kierkegaax•d 1 s renunciation of Regina in support of h:ls claim that in 
fact 1Cierkegaard and the J"udge are 11 k:i.nd:ced spirits" (~\;ierker:aorcJs r,1ro 
pps. i i 5 - 6) ~--" -- · -- - -~ 
45. But even here Bohlin believed that Kierlregr~ard 1 o concessions to 
concreteness are motivated less by a nill to urge the significance 
of con;munity life than by a desire to enrich the concept of ind.ivid= 
uo.li ty. (Dohlir-.~ I(i_£r._ke_g~~jl._s~~'f.ro P• 115) 
46. Bohlin~ O_P,o c:b;to po 116 
48o See Bohlin~ Kierke_~ds Tro po 1.30: 11 ••• l':lan realises his Christian 
duty to sacrifice everything in order to save his soul, so he cannot 
do other than adopt a posture of i;:-rcconcilable opl;osition to COtJiiUUl1it.y 
life and to his surroundings" • Cf o P/3illo X 2 A 508 
49o Ao Henriksen: Methods ancl Results_ of Kie£_keg~rd _. Studies in S~SJA<!.¥!_avia 
Kbho 1 9.51 Po 148 
50o Bohlin: .2£_o£i~o pps. 127 f. See Papo VIII 1 A .38?., .388, 277,242,40.3 etco 
51 o Bohlin: ~tio ppso 1.35 = 45 
52o Go Malantschuk: 11 Spren Kierkegar~d: Poet or Pastor'l11 llrmecl,_jiJeu~ 
c@J!:...@. Openl;etter. Edited by H. Vo and E .Ho Hongo Indiana 1 968o pps o .3 = 24o 
Cfo Vo Lindstr"cim: '"'Kierkegaards Individualism.;:, ppso 20 = 21 
5.3o Bohlin: .QE.• cito Po 214 
55. See Go Brandes: Soren Kierkega.ard Kbho 1 877, reflecting both l':lartensen 1 s 
point of departure and lus results (esp. p. 270) 
56o Sub,jectivi ty and Paradox. Black\Jell 1957. ppso 45 - 47 
57o 1£:i.e_tl_re_g_a,ard on Christ=~nd Christian Coher_enceo ppso 41 - 2 
58. \lhilst admitting to certain misgivings about some of his conclusions, 
Bohlin praises Jo Hohlenberg for identifying Kierkega.ard 1 s ~'extreme 
individualism" and so positing questions in the right directiono (Bohlin: 
Kierkegaards ~ro p. 160). The title of one of Hohlcnberg's books 
Den :ill~sommes V~j (Kbho 1 948) indicates the importance he attaches to 
,; the individual" as a central motif in Kierkegaard 1 s r1ritings. Like 
Bohlin~ he distinguishes two senses of den Enkelj;£ in Kierkegaard -
one pointing to a quantitative and the other to a qualitative definitiono 
In the pseudonyms the individual standing over against the masses is to 
the fore whilst in the 11 edifying11 literature the qualitative individuality 
which it is the duty of all men to pursue is dominanto In this latter 
determination of individuality there is no question of the individual 
severing l'Li.mself from his surroundingso Rather, there is 11 a common lot11 , 
a new "felloHship11 to be obtained on the other side of 11 the narro·w pass" 
59o 
60. 
by means of' uhich a r11an 1 s relationship to CoO. .ls cstablisl1ucl.o Llo,:::::ver, 
the er~:·or of the Church lies in its havinr; offered its members an easy 
way to Goo. ~ a nay \'!l1ich bypasses this 11 narrou way11 - herein lie::; the 
t;reat illusion of Cbristendomo In tl'£ory a Christian community life 
is possible~ but in practice such comwunal-i ty has become an obstacle to 
0ach man 1 s becoming 0,~~ ;~~Jc~lteo In this reDpect IIohlenberg1 s position 
lies very close to Do:hJ.:'ln 1 so (See J o IIo:olenbcrgg .~.o~un J(ic"~r:-Jmv;"-:1:1'4 
Kbho 1 ~nl-Oo pps o 3L:-9 ~, 351.:- and pps o .%2 ff o) 
Constance L Smithg 11 'l'he Single One and the Othorn o J:ibbert Journal 
VoL XIiili 1947 = 8o ppso 315 = 321 o Cf. Lio.rtin Buberg' ,:E[s{i~C'.A ).~~ii;¥a.J.'ia_!}o 
Kegan Paul 1 9).,.7 o ppso 40 - 82; John lJ. Petrasg 11 God, h;an and f'3ocietyg the 
perspectives of Buber and Kierkegaard11 o J_o_U£_l'!_a)~.~....KJiel~01.:l~2-:~o.l.l@t 
Vola xx:nr 1966 ~ 7 0 ppso 11 9 ~ 128; Leslie ~iegler~ 11 Personal ;...::ld.stenceo 
A study of Buber and Kierke&>-ard11 • Journal of Relie:;_ion Volo XL. ppso 80 = 94 ~ -- . ~~~~~ ~---= 
'rhus E. L. Allen: 11 G-runc1tvig and Kierke ga.ard11 o C(Jp§,:cep;at?.:ol!aJ~~Qu_ar~r_l;y, 
Vola 24, 1946. p. 209g 11 iderkegaard's lonely individualism achieves 
sublimity at times by reason of its religious character: it is of the 
individual 'before God' that he speakso But even so it is Q~satis~ing~ 
for the individual is still an isolated unit, and if he has relations to 
God he seems to have none to his fellows. The Church as a religious 
fello-wship hardly exists for Kierkegaard, but only the Church as an 
institution, and a hif41ly questionable one at that11 • Also James Coilins g 
Th~E-nd of KierkeM?£'1 (Chicago 1953) p. 238g 11 Kierkegaard 1 s recounting 
of Christ's life is austere and highly selective. He passes over in 
silence those portions of the Johannine Gospel v1hich record Christ 1 s 
solicitude and effective prayer for unity and communit-y among believers 
lest they v1eaken his insistence that the spiritual combat is an individuals 
solitary struggle". 
61 o V o Linds tr'oln: Stadiernas Teolo_ill; pps o 1 0 - 11 
62o Henrikseng op. c~~o Po 149 
6.3o Lindstr"c5m: Kierkegaards Individualism ppso 21 = 22 
64o tbid. pps. 22 = 2.3. Cf. Efterfoljelsens Teologi ppso 173 = 4 
65o ibido Po 23 
66o iE.i2:o ppso 2.3 - 4o Cf o Kierkegaard Critique Po 231 
67o Either-Or Volo II ppso 266 ~ 7 
68. See Lindstroing Efterf®elsens 'I'eolo~ p. ·1 67 o However, it must be 
noted that in his discussion of The Instant Lindstrom expresses strong 
doubts with regard to the possibility of finding a positive view of the 
Church behind the final attack (ibido po 226). But he still insists 
that any such sundering of den Bnke~ from the community is not the 
consequence of an individualistic tendency permeating the v1hole author~ 
shipo (~. Po 227)o Rather, it is the upshot of Kierkegaard's chan~d 
view of Christian discipleship. Here,it seems to me, Lindstrom is at 
his v1eakest. In effect he reconunends the severing of "the Attack!' from 
the rest of the authorship for the purposes of attaining a body of 
literature able to sustain the kind of interpretation Lindstrom wishes 
to employo It is lilrong to begin with The Instant when interpreting 
Kierkegaard, but it is equally urong to stop short of it. If the 
interpretation one offers cannot bear the starluiess of 11 the attack" then 
it is the interpretation which must be reviened. Per Ylagndal, Y>ho 
follows Lindstr"oin in many vmys, tries to get over this difficulty by 
emphasising the need to read the Church battle with the lJOSitive view of 
t;emenskap as found in .. orks _of Love, for example, firmly in mindo 
'(\7S:@1ciaJ:~· ppso 126 ~"T'foO---·.i:11isi;'certainly an improvement on Lindstr.oD). 1 S 
position because it takes accoWlt of lCierkega.ard' s authorsh~.p ~ including 
'l'he lnstant ~ as a totalityo Almost certainly Kierkegaard v1anted the 
i?ole;ics-of the last years to be qualif'ied by his earlier authorship 3 and 
a ~peat deal of the misunclerstanding evident in 'che clebatc follo'aing 
the 11 Attacl~~ v1ould have been avoided if L\i.erkcgaard 1 t; c1etractoX'f> !md 
taken greater cognizance of his earlier worko Ho:;ever, t:O.ere is a cla.n.;er 
that the attack might be explained away by reference to positive views 
ex_t.>ressed in the early authorshipo It is my feeling that :!at..nclal does 
not YJholly avoid this trapo 'l'he challenge of !he_ Instant is characterised 
by an incisiveness vihich no amount of comparative study can allay o 
Similar reservations in respect of ;/agndal' s \·Jork arc felt by Sponhaim 
(.2,Eo_~~to ppso 209 n. 37) and Niels 'l'hulstrup (Review of ·.iagndal~s book 
in I.ieddelelser af Soren IU.erk!!y;aox·U. Selskabet Volo 5o Kbho 1955 no. 2o pp;: 11-·:-12}~=-~~~,~~= . . - = 
69o Bohlin: Kierkegaards Tro Po 210 
70o Lindstrom: Stadiernas Teo~t Po 228 
71 o ib=b£o Po 2.3.3 
72o Bohlin: O_Q_~cito Po 116 
7.3o Sponheim: op. cito Po 40 and note 128 
74o Pa,E. II A 1 72 o Predictably enough Vernard Eller quotes this entry in 
support of his claim that, as early as 1 8.37, Kierkegaard was taking the 
first steps along the road towards a sectarian, g.emeinschaft (Kier~rd 
and Radical Disciplesh:b:eo Princeton 1 968o pps • .34.3 = 4) o Eller is right 
in Cletecting here "a dissatisfaction vrith the usual cro-.-;d institutions" 
but he is wrong in his inference that Kierkegaard aspired to replace these 
institutions with a sectarian idea of community 
75 o Henning Hoirup finds this inner struggle revealE)d in )!;i ther-:2£ Vol. II 
pps. 100 ~ 101. Here Judge \filliam discusses with the aesthete the Church 0 s 
marriage ceremonyo He puts the following words into the aesthete 0 s 
mouth: "The congregs.tion o o. the dear congregation which in spite of 
its multiplicity is nevertheless a moral person! \lould that, along with 
the tiresome traits which all moral per sons have, it possessed the good 
trait, that it had one head upon a single neck o o • like Caligula, I know 
what I would do". 
76o See Bohlin~ Kierke_gaards Tro p. 210 
77o See Kierke aard's Pa ers ~nd Journals Trans. H.V. and E.H. Hong, Volo II 
P• 597 Notes by Go Malantschuk). Also~ II sp'ren lU,££.kegaards IndividuatiO!!.e-
princl:;e11 by Arild Christensen. Dansk Teolofrhsk Tidsskrift Vol. 16o 195.3. 
pps. 21 6 ~ 2.36 
78. Sponheimg Opo cit. P• 209. Cfo ibido pps. 105 - 9g "In looking at (the) 
material which constitutes the synthesis rhythm, we also find the most 
persuasive reasons for rejecting the suggestion that Kierkegaard's 
thought logically leads to the tvJin perils of theoretical solipsism 
and practical egoism". See James Collins g The Mind of Kierkegaard 
P• 156 
79o PaJ2o II A 579. See also ~o I A 177 f; II A 5.3, 187 » 22.3 » 522; 
III A .38, 216; VII 1 A 20g "P-~11 En~J.j;_~ relates himself first to God and 
then to ,r;:;.en:h~~dG_E;; this first relationship is the highest, but the latter 
is not to be despised11 • 
BOo Bradley R. Dev1ey h..as ):COVicled a useful sWIHnc;cy of' what Laentden 
Bitnifies for ~derkee~"·rd. (~'he _.l~~e~~J: ,vb,eC!J~~n_~e,. Cor~J~S'~B;oJ~~-; 
~~ashington 1 968. pps. -112 = 3). 'l'h3 emphasis is clearly laid en 
1:13:~~E?.l1 as conveying a qualitative meaning nith the quantitative 
ove:cto:>:1es being ~m-e-ely accidentalg '1J.'he stray sheep is just as sheep~ 
lik~ as the one in the mi<lst o:f the brd. One 1)erson alone can ~mvc 
tho characteristic of' the Elasses11 • De-.Jey defends :.:ierlm r;c<.:.rd e..gcinst 
che.r Li-;;s of' ~.soJ.e.tionisw and asserts ·t;ho:G tl1c notion of 11 a ; ·G.·chered 
Church'' is entirely consistent ni th his ideaL (:i,b}:9;• pps~- ·J 79 ~· SO) 
&to ~f:J.u:r).,ty_ofhca_rt pps. 162 ~ 3 
89. 
?4e __ Pr_esen..t Age pps. 90 fo 
,i_bid. P• 70 
Api~. pps. 82 ~ .3 
Samlede Vaerker Second Edition. Vol. VIII pps. 71 - 2. See '}agndalg 
<<{;:-"~;it. P• 6Sg "·.ihen COl.!li:nmi"bJ i:ith Qen takes t~1e jJlace of cO!maunity 
nith C:Kld, then the very idea of community becomes something which must 
be combatted. If, on the contrary, communit-y becomes an organic 
linking of men based on faith in· (;;od nhic:i1 unites and binds everyon.e 
together, then it is something good and defensible11 • 1dagndal o:fi'ers 
the follov1ing summary (ibid. p. 85) ~ Q1\lhen Kierkegaard talks about the 
individual (den :!~nsldlc:t~) and the congregation (.Leni__glle_t_e_n) he Vlishes 
to give expression to both Christianitys intensive and its extensive 
nork. Here, as usual in his thought, one must hold together the dialectic 
as a ,·,:Oole11 • 
Let it be clear what v1e are saying here. ',.e are not agreeing nith Eller 
nhen he ,-Jrites~ "Kierkegaard's most basic premise v1as not 'den l1nkelte 
before God 1 but actually 'Enkel ter in Gemeinschaft before God 111 • · Hather, 
the individual's relationship to God is alnays central for Kierket;aard 
- Gcmeinscha_f;t (lvieniffied) never bisects this relationship. (v. Bller~ 
o~. cit. po 352) 
John \,ild has argued that 11 (Kierkegaard 1 s) attack upon mass standardisation 
and his passionate concern for the individual person often led him toHards 
an existential solipsism \7hich seemed to deny the possibility of inter-
subjective communication". ( 11 Kierkegaard and Contemporary l!:xistentialist 
Philosoplzy11 • A Kierkegaard Critigue p • .38) a But I am in ae;reement with 
H. P. Sjursen when he writes: urFild has correctly indicated a problem 
in the Kierkegaardian authorship, but to conclude that this is the main 
thrust of his position, as some others have done, represents a fundamental 
misunderstanding of Kierkegaard11 • (Kierke aardi_ana Vol. VIII 1 971 P• 200: 
"Method and Perspective v1hen reading Kierkegaard" • 
Looking back over his authorship in 181.1-9, Kierkegaard wrote: 
"Reli_gious1Y. speaking there is no such thing as a ~~ublic, but only 
individuals ••• (and in so far as there is, in a religious sense, such 
a thing as a 'congr·egation 1 , this is a concept \'lhich lies on the other 
side of Q,~:rLJ'p_kelte and r1hich is by no neans to be mixed up >lith such 
things as have political importance: the public, the masses, the numerical 
etc)". li,~nl~d~J,a_e.r.lseE. VoL XIII p. 5.3.3. \ihetl.1er it is significant 
that the bracketed pert of this quotation is relegated to a footnote is 
doubtful. hoirup, wishing to establish the negativity of i(ierkegs.a.rd 1 s 
V~7.erl of the C;mrch 3 tb.i;.1ks t:CJ.is is sitn:.i.ficanto •:. hlJ..fJt ;t the :.i.ndividuo..111 
is e:nvho..sised in tne text, th:::: concept ,i ~e}ji~t::;.~c~t! appcn.rs only in ;to.. hypo~ 
t::tetical :o.ote11 a CL ~JO:i_·cupg ~r-~2?-;'c;v):r-;s, _:..,y_n_ j:'aa. :.l.'_rp OJ? ~~,r).mn_Cl:~]~S-~a :C-bho 
·j 949o J?o .324) o in a Journal entry YierketJ-'lB.rCl. avoic1s this ambit;uity 
by stating categorj_co.lly that, once one has t_ras~Jed t!1e absoluteness of 
God 1 s presence in every· incLi.viduo.l ther.. il or c,an~.c development -.!ill a.cq_uiz'e 
:Vee :.1orc rJ:r.'ofounc1 o.nc: fulJ. ;·;orth, just ao; c:.ssFccdly 8.s an <H'it·Y vwulll. 
~~2.ot ·!Jc t~1e ~.JOO:.~crl ~uceau.sc o·\Jrvr·:l t>OlC_l_cz· is t-: wu1121:1al ir1 s1Jil .... i ti1 o 
}~ .:3:-'P, o :.t:r:.L J.\ 3 8 o c.; i' o ;.; a P, o ll:l. b. 21 6 
92o ~P5=~o Po )jQ 
9.3o f~o I A 60 ffo Cfo :l.bido ppSo 56 - 58 
95o Kierkcgaard is fond of referring to Grundtvig 1 s 11 matchless discovery''1 
(3ee ~ither~_r VoL I po 407; .§,t_r~-E-~~ Po 61) and. it is probably from 
him rather than G-rundtvig himself that the phrase originates (So Hal 
Kochg .l'~o~~:~o -~F.EEiJ.j;ViJ<;o l\.bho 1 959 o po 11 9; I.fo ho~.rup~ l~J:-~stJ::i~ jfLJ.;b_l_o._d 
2nd r;arch ·i 953) o Hm-:ever 3 1'hulstrup does lJOint to a place in ·i 3.3i ·nhere 
Grundtvig speaks of aa matchless discoveryu with reference to the Creed. 
(/U'sluttend}:: Uyidenskabe_l_i__g Efte]'skrift II po 1 88) 
96. 1'he significance for the development of Grundtvig 1 s Church view of this 
move into a.n actual pastoral situation is discussed by Holger Begtrup: 
No]i'.S. Gruniitvi,g;_s Kir~_li~~Syno 1822. E~l1istorisk In~E,nil}_go Kbho 
1901 pps. 6 - 29. Hitherto he had been an orthodox biblical Christian, 
but now he begins to value more and more the living i'Jitness of the 
congcegation. See also Grethe BUlow- Olsen: "Grundtvigs Kirkesyrr'o 
Bt Kirkesla-ifte (edited by Hal Koch) 0 Kbho 1960 po 88: II. 0 a vrhen he 
at;ain became a pastor, in 1821 • o o his Christianity became churchlyo He 
recognised that first and foremost the Church is the coneregation as a 
living community gathered arouncl the sacraments11 
97. Hal Koch: opo cit. Po 110 
98. N.F.So Grundtvig: Udvalgte Skr.i.fter Kbh. 1904o Vola IV p. 2.36 (Ed. H. 
Begtrup) 
99o ibido Po 226o 
pps. 1·14 - 5; 
See Po G. Lindhardt: Grundtvig po .32; Bee,rtrup: .21?..• cito 
Go Bulow-Olsen: .2£• cit. pps. 99 - 1 00 
1 OOo Hal Koch: opo ci ~o po 111 
101o ibidopo '114o See U<!Y:,algte Skrift~_r: IV ppso 2.37 ffo 
1 02o See Begtrup: o.:e_~ci to po 48; Go Bi.ilow-Olsen: O£o cit. ppso 90 ff o 
1 0.3. Hoirup refers to Grundtvig 1 s charge that Lutheranism had become a school-
room, not a Churcho See Qrundtvig: paa 'I'ro og Erke~d~lJl~ p • .318 and 
Udvalgte Skrifter IV ppso 552 - .3o For a full discussion of Grundtvig's 
conflict with the 11 scripture principle11 see hoirup: ibid. ppso 275 - 289 
·1 04o Hal Koch: ,OPo ci_1o P• 11 9 
See Go BulovT=Olsen: ,qQ_a......cj. ~o p. 99. 11 Grundtvig' s defence of the awakened 
became in every respect decisively significant for his own later form of 
aJctacL:o :ct becar'le tho s true;e;le for the rir;hts of t:i.Je cong('c r;ation \7hich 
forced him from a B.ible-based position over to a l;osi tion vincLicatin.g 
tho olcl syl.'lbols to \1hich ovc:;ry P".ciest - :inCludi.nt; the rationalists ~ \'iere 
bouncl 0y oa. th'1 
·] 06o Sec l~.l''.i:L Crund.tvig~ nom guclclir-:e l!'OL'SaDlingera 0 'i[aep).-sep_i~ Q.cl-za.~E; 
eel.. IL"~.l ~·och ancl Georg Ght>istcnscn. VoL II. Kbh. 1 ~)}.~'] p)s. 307 ·~ 316 
109. Eoirupg op. ~~1· P• .320 
110. Hoirup (]..._9c·~~2-=1) quotes the coupletg 
K.i.rlr...en er Guds - i.ienighed.en, 
Hverken mindre eller mer. 
(§.alme~~n<lel~g_e_u§~Ae af Nik j're_d Sev GrYE_clt.!ig VoL l\1 no. 88) 
1 '11. N.2?.S. Grundtvir;: •JI(irkens Gjenrnaede mod Professor Theologia.e Dr. H.N. 
Clausen11 • Ud=valg-te .Skrifter IV pps • .395 ff. See Begtrupg o~=siJ• 
pps. 1.30-161 
i•i2. 1~oirupg ~cit. P• .320 
11.3. Hal Koch: ~~ cit. pps. 125 - 6. Note that Grundtvig did not take t]:lis 
claim so far as did some of his folloVJers - especially 1\.ierkegaard 1 s 
brother Peter who believed and taught that the Creed was actually spoken 
verbatim by Ghrist in the period betv1een the nesurrection and the Ascension. 
See Hal Koch: Den danske Kirkes liistorie VoL VI 1954. pps. 2.35 ~ 55 
114· Hoirup: op. cit. pps • .322 -.3. See alsoHoirup: 11 Grundtvigand 
Kierkegaard11 g Their views of the Churcrr1 p • .3.3.3 
115o Principally we shall be concerned here with Pap. I A 56 - 62, Po_~t~cript 
pps. 35 - 45 and the papers relating to Postscript especially Pap. VI B 
29 ~ .34. It may be noticed that eleven years separate the early 
Journal entries from PostscriJ?.i. This prompts lvialantschuk to write: 
"Kierkegaard seems to have deliberated upon the issues implicit in the 
theory of the Church r~ith such thoroughness that eleven years later he 
could use almost without c]:l.ange his critical observations in his treat~ 
ment of this theory in Postscript''. (Kierkega~d' s 'rhought p. ·1 1.3) 
11 6 o Pt?& o I A 54, 55 
Cf. Pap. VI A 1 5.3 
~o po 2.3 
See Postscript p • .38: 11 The difficulty with the New 1'estament as a 
document belonging to the past appears now to be obviated in the case 
of the Church, which of course exists in the present. On this point 
Grundtvig' s theory has merit'1 • But despite this acknowledgement 
Kierkegaard strongly attacks this solution. :E'o'r example~ see Pa_].. 
I A 56 - 58; Postscri~ pps • .38 - 40 and Cf. H. 1'oftdahl: Kierkegaar_d 
~st - og Grundtvig sa. h'Dh. 1969. p. 84 
.Pocsts_cript P• 25 
I~ote the Journal entry on Grundtvig which begins: 11 The subjectivity vrhich 
I think must be central for the Church o o o 11 (R,a_p. I A 56) 
1 24o l'.ote the reference to 11 the hi@1 unto 11e<::.VGn YJalP in J-:a)~o I A 1 08 
1 25o J~_~s~tseript po .35. Cf •. f>a_p. V Ll 94g :t 'i'he stupid thing about C::rundtviG 
is tho.t he nants to have certainty in the realm of the sp:iri t 11 
·12G. l:'_ago I ll 32"1 0 CY' .L 0 Le>_;,'2o V:L 3 29 ppso i 07 C' /1 ·] 
127 0 1:aj2o I J.\ 60 ppso 26 - 7 
128. l~a_:e. I A 60 pps. 29 - .309 Cf. fo s_t s_c_r:_i _p_t po 41 
129o .EaEol A 61 o Cf. I A 97 where the latest trend to-v,•ards elevc.ting the 
Creed to a position of supreme importance is linked nith exaltation of 
the Papacy and the Bible; as a.ttitud0s necessarily contributing to the 
corruption of Christianity. T~£ common factor is the setting up of 
objective boundaries. 
1.30. f~· I A 60 pps. 27 - 29 
·1.31 • Postscript pps • .39 - 40 
1 .32. See Ualantschuk: Ki_e_rke@"'¥'~ii'A~-Tho_l.lg4t p. 285 
1.34. N.lt' .S. Grundtvig~ Christelige Praedikener eller Sondags=B£._g 1 827. 
Vol. III pps • .389 f. 
1.35. Lindhardt~ op. cit. p. 41 
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1.37. Hoirup: 11 Grundtvig and Kierkegaard~ Their views of the Church". p • .331 • 
See B. L. Allen 1 s article 11 Grundtvig and Kierkegaard11 • Congregat~Q._nal 
.Quarterly Vol. 24 pps. 205 - 1 2 where the differences between the two 
men are clearly recogpised. 
138. Hoirup: op. cit. p • .328 
139. Hoirup: Grundtvigs Syn paa Tro og Erkendelse p. 322. See also H. Toftdahl: 
~· cit. pps. 88 f. 
140. ,EQ§tscript pps. 52 - .3 
141 • Speculative philosopey is the principle object of attack in this section 
of Postsqrip~, but we may recall the rhetorical question found in Lierke= 
gaard.'s notes to this ·work. (Pap. VI B 29 p. 109): "is the discovery 
(i.e. Grund tvig' s) a pendant to the He gel ian - that the external is the 
internal and the internal is the external?11 
142. See ]'ear and Trembling p. 1 21 : 11 In the Sermon on the Liount it said, 
1VJhen thou fastest, anoint thine head and wash thy face, that thou be 
not seen of men to fast 1 • This passage bears c"litness directly to the 
truth that subjectivity is incommensurable with r~ality; yea, that it 
has leave to deceive. If only the people who in our age go gadding about 
·with vague talk about the congregational idea were to read the Nevr 
Testament~ they would perhaps get other ideas into their heads". 
Cf. Pa_p. IV A 86. 
1 43. .££!.. cito P• 89 
1 )t,7 a See .J~ostsoCJ')J!J: P• l.:.R4a On the dis Unction bet·.x;en the visible ano the 
invisible ~~1ucci1 see 1~. '!:hulstrupg /:;fs)-;~ie,~~e=.l£~~d§~~kflJ;oeJ)J~ l;_:.::t~~r:s)<;r'}l~~ 
II pps a 2-1 7 = i 9. 
149. In addition to the places already cited sec P()_s_"ts~C}j.J?:~ pps. 222, 331:.$ 373 ~ 
500 where i·•eniwd denotes those vJho listen to sermor~.s. '_,_'his usage 
parallels ~derkega.ard' s references, especially in t:b..e edifying discourses, 
to i.~enit!1e~Em as the recipients of Paul's letters. So~ for example, 
~d=i:fyin_g Discourses • .ti:di ted D.i:'. and L.Li. SvJenson Vol. II p. 45 and 
.Pa:ea IV A 153 
150. See fo~~t~lli p. 33. In P_hiloso.Qhical_ Fra.E.IIle~ S\·Jenson even offers 
the completely non=ecclesiastical translation: 11 the general public" (p.·Ji 8) 
1.5"1. TI;ither~Or Vol. I p. 20?.; II pps. 52= 4; 56 - 7; 90 - 95; .Stages_ 
p. 370 and ft?-ol2• II A 522 Vihere a Cl.ichotomy in the Church 1 s structure 
is implicitly accepted. 
152. See Fear an~ Tremblin$ P• 121; Presen~~ pps. 90 ff; £a~. IV A 86. 
15.3. See Lindstr'o'm: Sta_diernas 'l'eol'?~ p. 156g "Grund.tvig 1 s Church U.~eory 
corresponds to the catholic doctrine of papal infallibili~ and is 
likenise an attempt to exclude dialectic from the individual's relation-
ship to God. However, this cannot achieve fulfilment other than through 
the 'leap of faith"' • 
154. .2E• cit. P• 77 
155. _ibj._<!o pps. 21 2 - 3 
156. Postscript p. 1 76 
'I'Jii'L~ J\'l'XJ\C! 
1:·e now come to the final period of Kierkegaard 1 s activity as an authoro 
The Church committed that decisive act of self=condemnation through the lips 
of Professor ~!lartensE:n early in :B'ebruary ~ 1 85~-o 1 
phrase occurs so often in the opening pages of the 11Attacl~1 that we are 
justified in giving it some emphasis) = from the pulpit Martensen described 
the late Bishop Mynster as a "witness to the truth'' o In Lov~ie 1 s words~ 
01 ~ftartensen had provided him with a good opening, too good to be ignored11 o 2 
.3 5?. 
In fact, there was no chance that Kierkegaard might ignore ito •:fe have already 
seen how he wrestled with the problem of how he might encounter the failure 
of his contemporaries to understand the essentials of his Christian teachingo 
Any action he took might only be justified in so far as it conformed to the 
twin conditions he himself had laid downo Having no specific divine call, 
he could only perform the poet 1 s task of making people aware = he must stop 
short of passing direct judgementso Furthermore, because faith can only be 
the end point of an individual's act of free will, every opportunity must be 
left open for his contemporaries to honestly face up to the demands of Christian 
discipleship, and to the extent of their own deviance from those standardso 
In short, if there is to be any act of condemnation, then th..e Church must 
condemn itself, not as the result of a process of honest self=appraisal but 
rather, on the basis of a dishonest assessment of its true relationship to the 
Christianity of the New Testamento 
preciselyo 
Martensen's eulogy met these conditions 
The debate which followed Kierkegaard 1 s "Fatherland" articles of 
December 1 854 has often been called "the witness to the truth" debate and 
this is basically correct. Kier ke gaard has used the term in hi.s most 
recent works and now Martensen had used ito ThUs the debate revolved very 
much around the question as to what each man meant by this term, and whether 
one or the other was correct in his usageo But we must not lose sight of 
the fact that it was Bishop Mynster who was thus describedo If Martensen 
had simply issued a learned article attacking K.ierkegaard 1 s use of the 
tern 11 witness to the trutl:-Jl then the subsequent debate v10uld never have 
reached the proportions it did. It vms the introduction of a personality~ 
the eminent and sometimes controversial personality of t:ijnster ~ v1hich 
f'ired the emotions and released the spring of impassioned reaction. Thus 
we must consider L:ynster 1 s life, career and personalit-.t if we are to umler~ 
stand the issues behind the initial furore. Here was a man vJho had 
distinguished himself as a Bishop, a man who had made his mistakes and yet 
had managed to meet the upheavals of his episcopal reign vvi th gr-eat 
practical wisdom and perspicacity. Surely such a man could fairly be 
described as a <~witness to the truth11 o Not, says Kierkegaard, according 
to the canons of Christian truth as expressed in the pseudonymous, edifying 
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and religious authorship. Because of the paradoxical dialectical nature of 
the Christian truthJ> the qualities which f!P to warrant the title of 11 vlitness 
to the truth" differ considerably from those ·which made Mynster into a worldly 
success. Kierkegaard had no desire to deny !Viynster such claims to temporal 
admiration = he was the chief of his admirers. However, there must be an 
honest admission tl~t such qualities fall short of the ideal Christian demand 
before they can be correctly evaluated. If such an admission had been made 
by Ivlynster himself, then Kierkegaard would have stood forward as his most 
fervent defender. But no such admission was forthcoming, whilst Martensen 
made claims for Mynster which could only be justified on the basis of such 
an admission. Thus the Church condemned itself through Martensen 1 s words 
from the pulpit, and Kierkegaard felt able to launch a direct protest. 
NJYnster 1 s death was an event of considerable significance. The subsequent 
funeral and memorial services attracted large congregations which included 
the major figures in Danish political, cultural and Church life. Their 
presence gave credence to 'l'ryde 1 s declaration that Myns ter 11 was truly a 
Prince in the spiritual kingdom of his age. Even if not everyone was 
3 devoted to him with the same affection, everyone held him in sincere respect~. 
Try<le VJas one of three men to deliver eulogies at the funeral service, the 
others were :L!;ngclstoft and Hudelbacho Ho1·rever v ~iel tzer reports that 
10 many were o:f the opinion that the memorial address for the dead Bishop 
delivered tno dDys previousJy by Professor r..;artensen from his pulpit in 
.§]pt_p}f¥')~:n, v1as far better than the memorials novr proclaimed und.er the roof 
of }'~r1.1e~l\irk~11 o 4 The significance of Martensen 1 s contribution is borne 
out by its early publication in Berlingske Tidende5 and subsequent 
6 
appearance as a monographo Yfuatever we may think about Kierkegaard v s 
jibe to the effect that, by his words in remembrance of liJynster, Martensen 
7 brought to remembrance his claims to the vacant episcopal see, it is a 
fact that this eulogy deeply affected those who heard and read it, thus 
lending weight to Martensen's causeo 
The eulogy was basically concerned with ~~nster's talents as a preacher~ 
extolling both the quality of his delivery and the strength of the faith thus 
preached. The text was Hebrews 13, verses 7 and 8 which exorts its hearers 
to "remember your leaders, those who spoke to you the word of God" o Martensen 
begins by emphasising the extent of Mynster 1 s influence g "VJe remember what 
he for more than half' a century has been not only for a single congret;ation, 
but for the whole Church in our land, for country and people ••• indeed, 
also outside the borders of our homeland he is remembered in gratitude, in 
blessings". But then he narrows the area of concern down to the special 
blessings received through Mynster' s words by the congregation at Slotskirken 
"where it was his constant joy to preach God's word" • Thus Martensen defines 
his main concern at this time in terms of Mynstervs role as occasional preacher 
to this particular congregation. Here Mynster enunciated the faith for 
which he lived and died, the faith in Jesus Christ as the same yesterd~, 
tod~ and forever. As the text goes on to teach, this is the faith which 
must be imitated = the faith of genuine witnesses to the truth. It is at 
this point Martensen makes his celebrated incorporation of ttynster "into 
the holy chain of witnesses to the truth which stretches through the ages 
8 from the Apostle 1 s days up to our ovm11 o Viith them l\'iynster shares the 
distinction of he.vinr; had unbroken faith in Christ as always the same despite 
all world...1y mutations and~ most signi.f'icantly for Martensen 1 s purposes, this 
was the faith he communicated from the pulpit to his generationo This 
he did despite the sb..allonness of the Christianity in vogue nhen no e.ns11ieZ' 
VJas found to the most important question of allg 11 \/hat must I do to be 
saved?" o Then i1~ynster ::.tcpped forward to preach his Gospel of conversion 
and grace through Christ the Saviour = 11 the Saviour 11hom he had hiinself 
sought and found through his life 1 s internal struggles o o o without which 
nobody really finds the peace of Christ10 o 9 
But now, tviynster 1 s preaching will be heard no longer~ and there will 
be those who feel that they can never again receive genuine edification 
regarding God 1 s wordo However~ Martensen assures his hearers of Christ 1 s 
promise to be with his people even unto the World 0 s endo He illustrates 
the point by making a further implicit comparison between Mynster and the 
Apostle so "The Apostles died when they had fulfilled their duty, but 
the Lord remained with the Word, the Spirit and the Holy Sacraments; the 
Lord remained and equipped himself vrith new disciples, thus his mission 
continued from generation to generation, and shall continue until the end 
10 
of days". The sermon concludes with a lengtey prayer of thanksgiving 
to God for all that Mynster has been to his people = for his long life 
and good health, for the enlightenment which came thDough his words and 
witness~ for his leadership, for his noble bearing which §aVe the impression 
of his body as a true Temple for the Holy Spirit. 
"And above all» thank you Father because he did not only witness 
·with word and profession but in deed and truth; also because his life 
for us was an unforgettable edifying lesson, confirmation of the inner 
man which now continues for us as a sustaining memory to which we will 
often turn back during our life 1 s pilgr-image" o 11 
This last sentence represents one of only two occasions during the 
sermon when Martensen speaks about I~lynster 's life and work. Although his 
text enjoined readers to 11 consider the outcome of (their leader 1 s) life", 
the sermon is mainly concerned with Mynster 1 s preaching and the faith which 
he offers for imitationo Yet K.ierkegaard still picks on one of these 
passing references as a point of attack against f•lartenseno Perhaps 
Kierl~gaard could have made a far more forceful judgement on the basis of 
f:Jartensen 1 s relative lack of concern for i.iynster 1 s existential deportmento 
It can be said in Martensen's defence that this particular sermon was 
primarily directed at a coneregation nhich had more direct personal contact 
vath the late Bishop through his preaching than any other of his activitieso 
Nonethele.ss :~ it is true that N'.l&'tensen accords Mynster a place amongst the 
Apostles and witnesses to the truth almost entirely on the basis of his 
preaching, with scant attention paid to the reduplication of this preachi..'lg 
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in his existenceo The fact that Kierkegaard picked upon an unrepresentative 
reference to Mynster 1 s faith as expressed 11 not merely by word and profession$ 
but in deed and trut~1 12 is indicative of his primary concern not so much 
to attack Martensen 1 s limited perspective as to e!llphasise the deceased 
Bishop 0 s existential deviance from what is required of a genuine witness to 
the trutho When we read Martensen 1 s sermon and then Kierkegaard 1 s opening 
article in ~edrel~~ we are left in little doubt that the former only 
provided an occasion for the latter. Kierke gaard makes no real attempt to 
answer Martensen's eulogy - the ten month delay before publication would 
have rendered his protest irrelevant if it had been too closely bound up 
with the offending sermono Rather$ Martensen here gave Kierkegaard the 
chance to say what he had to say about Mynster, what he had been bottling 
up for so longo To convey this message Kierkegaard could afford to wait 
until the time was absolutely right 1vi thout feeling under any constraint 
to make an immediate protest ae.,ainst Martensen 1 s memorial addresso As we 
shall see~ Kierkegaard only made a direct attack upon Martensen once the 
latter had joined in the actual debate - and then Kierke gaard Is remarks 
were confined to a footnoteo13 .. ) 
But now we must revert to the original time of the sermon and Kierkegaard 1 s 
composition of the opening articleo The article is unusual by virtue of 
the fact that it was written during one of Kierkegaard's prolonged rests 
fro!:l vJri ting entries in his JournaL One such period of silence occurred 
at the begi~'lning of 1 838 and before his authorship began. Nou there is a 
pause between November 1 85.3 and the follovring Earch ~ in all g period of 
four and a half months. I:Jynster 0 s death occurred on January .30th Hhilst 
Kierkegaard 0 s article is dated l!'ebruary 1 854o rfith Geismar, it seems best 
to exclude explanations for this silence which suppose the loss of enLr'.i.("js 
from this period, or uncertainties arising from ~-!ynster 1 s illness. ."\.ftcr 
all, the Bishop's death came fairly soon after his falling ill. There is 
J57 
no evidence that Kierkegaard was himself sick,14 indeed,p he himself denies 
this. 15 However, it was obviously a period of gr-eat indecision and tactical 
uncertainty. During December he resolved to break •vith the tradition of 
hearing Mynster preach ~ a tradition sanctified by its association with his 
On Boxing Day he took the decisive step of going to hear 
Kolthorf. This act was decisive because it signalled the end of Kierkegaard 1 s 
hopes with regard to I\'iynster' s admission. Kier ke gaard had always seen the 
value of retaining an outward identification with the State Church, because 
if the admission had been made then his authorship could readily become its 
defence ~ the Preface and Moral to Training in Chri~tiarii~ still remained 
with their assurance of Grace after honesty. On that Boxing Day in 1 85.3 .ll 
Kierkegaard relinquished all hopes in this direction. But yet whilst ~·Iynster 
still lived, there seemed to be no obvious path to a direct attack, beyond 
this symbolic gesture. When Kierkegaard did finally resl.Uile his Journal he 
be~s nith that penetrating monosyllabic declaration~ "Now he is dead". 
We may assl.Uile that this was the fact which dominated Kierkegaard 1 s silence. 
It is interesting to speculate upon what Kierkegaard v10uld have done had 
Mynster not taken ill and died when he did. Because of his Boxing Day 
decision, we may feel that he ·would have entered into a direct attack upon 
the State Church and its Primate without waiting aqy longer. But to have 
done so would have been to go against his own oft expressed principles and 
desires vrith regard to the proper treatment of his father's priest, who 
must first be bur'ied "v.ri th full music19 • \:ith this in mind.~ ne may feel 
that he \·1ould rest content v1i th his e:esture of protest and. continue to delay 
launching an open assault until ~.wnster VJas deado Does this silence indicate 
that K:terkegaard nas deeply at odds with himself over the cou.x·se of action 
he should adopt'l l!'or so long~ ICierkegaard had dwelt upon the dual 
possibility of r.1ynster either making the admission or dying in stubborn 
silenceo Now the heightened improbabili~ of the former event occurring, 
coupled ni th the delay of the latter event created a tension in Kierkegaard 9 s 
mind which was further complicated by fear of his own premature death. 
He had nothing new to write in his Journal about those things which 
concerned him most at this time and the penultimate entry prior to the 
break contains a full account of his career. He begins that entry by denying 
any desire "to note down the religious impressions, thoughts, expressions 
as I use them myself, they are, as it were, too important for that ooo And 
only when a word like that is, so to say, used up can it occur to me to 
note it down or let it become part of my productivity" o 16 The ensuing silence 
indicates that Kierkegaard still has some "impressions, thoughts, expressionsn 
which need "using up" before committing himself to writing a gain. As he 
wrestles with the uncertainties of his present situation, he cannot but be 
silent. 
Now, surprisingly enough, Kierkegaard wrote an .article for publication 
whilst he was still silent in his JournaL This was entitled~ "Ylas Bishop 
Mvnster a 'witness to the truth 9 • one of the.' @nuine witnesses to the truthv 
- is this the truth?" It was dated l!'ebruary 1854 and we may assume that it 
was written towards the middle of that month. It gives the impression of 
having been written in immediate response to Martensen's sermon after it~ 
was published in Berlingske Tiden<!_e, whilst the absence of the customary 
several drafts and notes reinforces the view that only a short period 
separated the sermon from Kierkegaard's aggressive responseo Such promptness 
indicates the strength of Kierkegaard 0 s feelings of contempt and outrageo 
With this in mind, the fact that he managed to resist publishing this sole 
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product of those silent months until the following December appears all 
the more remarkable o 
Kierkegaard himself offers definite reasons for delaying the publi~ 
cation of the articleo These reasons fall into two categorieso On the 
one hand there were issues of short term expediencyo Thus Kierkegaard 
explainsg 
"So long as there was question of appointment to the episcopal 
see of Seeland, I thought that I ought to say nothing publicly concerning 
Professor l.iartensen; for whether he were to become bishop or not, in any 
case he was a can.didate for this office, axld presumably desired that so 
long as this situation lasted as little as possible should happen 
concerning himo 
11 \1ith Professor Martensen 1 s nomination as bishop this consideration 
lapsedo But then atain the article could not be published and therefore 
was noto Niy thought vras that there was no reason for hasteo I·!Joreover, 
the nomination of Bishop Ihartensen called forth an attack upon him from 
another side and an entirely different sort; it would have been more than 
superfluous for me to coincide vd th this attack; so I t:fai ted" o 1 7 
So Kierkegaard was waiting for the in~fighting to be resolved by the 
appointment of h';ynster 1 s successor o In addition, he was anxious not to 
offer any impediment to the collection of donations towards a monument for 
the late Bishopo He expresses satisfaction that 11 for the monument to him 
there has surely by this time been received pretty much all that will be 
received" o 18 On the other hand, Kierkegaard hints at reasons for the 
delay which go much deeper than these immediate considerationsg 
"My thought was, as I have said, that there was no reason for 
haste, and that nothing is lost by waitingo Someone may even find 
that something is @3-ined, may find a deeper significance in the fact 
that the protest comes so tardily" o 19 
Because the issues with which Kierkegaard was concerned were of far 
more importance than the isolated incidence of an abuse of terminology by 
Martensen, Kierkegaard was sure that there was "no reason for haste" o 
As regards the appointment of a new Bishop, if precedent v1as anything 
to go on then the delay would only be a rna tter of weeks o Hov:e ver , on 
this occasion there was no obvious undisputed successor to I:;ynstera It was 
only to be expected that the prevailing trend towards factionalism in the 
Danish Church should make it difficult for any one individual to rise head 
and shoulders above the rest and win general approvalo So, as \'/el tzer puts it, 
tt there 11as a nmubcr of honest and good men of the Church r1ho mutually 
nominated each other for the bishopricli o 20 But of this number, HoNo Clausen 
and r.!artensen emerged as the chief conten:lers o Their campaigns were 
vit;orous and every effort was made to enlist the support of influential 
peopleo Clausen seemed to have the most ~nportant supporter of all in the 
shape of King Frederick himself o Hmrever ~ the highly rcs~cted vierrs of 
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Ao So ftrsted finally prevailed and hlartensen was appointedo He was nominated 
as bishop on 15th April, 1 854 and his consecration took place on ·.-Jhit 
l.1onday ~ 1 5th June. 21 I:ierlre gaard did not want to become identified 
with any of the contending parties, especially as many of the issues brought 
under consideration would have seemed irrelevant to his present state of 
mind. Was Martensen's position on the Slesvig=Holstein question really 
of any importance when the basic validity of the State Church 1 s right to 
call itself Christian was in doubt'?22 Thus Kierkegaard remained silent. 
In his own mind, he was in little doubt about the dubiety of the tactics 
adopted by the respective contestants. Ue especially note his sarcastic 
comment that Martensen 1 s address might nell be called a speech of remembrance 
"for the reason that it brought to Professor Martensen's remembrance the 
vacant episcopal see11 o 23 But Kierkegaard "would not prevent rilartensen 
from advancing his career; he was not pursuing any ·worldly aim; he did 
not wish to do Martensen aey personal harm11 o 24 
'l'he same might be said of Kierkegaard' s attitude to the collection of 
money tovrards Myns ter' s monument o Whilst he did omit the panegyric upon 
~wnster's human greatness, and substitute for it the postscript reciting 
the extent of Mynster 's worldly wisdom when the article finally appeared in 
December, still Kierkegaard did not want to interfere in the current plans 
for a memoriale 25 In short, he did not want his "Attac~' to be misunderstood 
as a short-term critique with only a limited objective. ~~hen issues of 
such gravity are at stake, the question of ~ynster's monument assumes very 
small proportionso Kierkegaard is prepared for Mynster to be given a suitable 
memorial, just as he was anxious for him to be buried "w.i th full music" .. 
But to hear him described as a v1i tncss to the truth ~ that cot~la. not pass 
without a protesto -lihen Kierkegaard speaks of something being gained, some 
deeper significance resulting from the protest being dcl~ed, he must be 
referring to the chance thus given for things of only passing inte~est to 
be set asideo If his protest had been made straight avray j) thDn people 
noul.d inevitably have interpreted it as an assault on i.artensen 1 s suitability 
for the primacy or on the propriety of erecting a monument to liiynstero How 
easy it would then have been for Kierkegaard 1 s protest to be ·written off 
in terms of personal malice and envy. Perhaps the delay nould do something 
to draw his readers ai7ay from matters of such little importance and on 
towards the real issues 11hich were of such deeper significanceo 
So the article sat in Kierkegaard's study waiting for the time when 
it should see the light of dayo \Jhat did Kierkegaard do during these long 
months of nai ting? How did his thinking develop and his tactics evolve? 
In so far as his thinking and tactics underwent any kind of development, 
then it was in a negative directiono This point has been strongly argued 
by Geismar 26 and there would appear to be a good deal of evidence in support 
of his positiono Of most significance is the fact that Kierke gaard replaced 
a panegyric upon ~iynster 1 s worldly stature vii th a postscript describing 
his worldly wisdom and personal self-indulgenceo However , we must beware 
of drawing the wrong conclusions from this revision. From Kierkegaard's 
point of view, there is no qualitative distinction to be made between calling 
a man of gr-eat worldly stature a witness to the truth or describing a 
worldly~wise and self=indulgent man as a witness to the trutho Because of the 
heterogeneity involved in being a vdtness, the excellency or otherwise of 
one's temporal standing is, at · best, irrelevant a Of itself, Kierkegaard 1 s 
replacement of the panegyric by the postscript does not point to any shift 
in the substance of his point of view. But it is indicative of how his 
tactics developedo So long as Iv;ynster was alive, the possibility of the 
admission made it necessary for Kierkegaard to keep his option to be the 
primate's defender open. Kierkegaard did not want to call into question 
MynsterQ s undoubted talents as a pastor and admini.stratoro Rather~ his main 
concern nas nith evoldng a keener awareness of what Christianity existentially 
entails and ;,Jhat is really involved in being a Yii tness to the truth. At 
that time he was more concerned ni th 8...nswering the questiong 11hat does it 
mean to be a Christian? than he was r;ith attacking t::ynster 1 s right to be 
described as such. He is concerned to clraw out the existential implications 
of his main thesis that truth is subjectivity • Circumstances had forced 
.b..im to become more direct in his style of vJri ting and in his mod.e of 
publication thus tending to invite people to draw direct comparisons 
between his picture of the Christian life and the lives of contemporary 
Christians. But so far, he had not openly sought to juxtapose the life-style 
of one man over against his ov-m severe definition of what it means to live 
in this vJOrld as a Christiano But now, during t~ese months of silence, he 
became convinced that his cause could be best served by nothing less than 
the raising of a storm amongst the complacencies of contemporary Danish 
Christendom. There was now no need for 1.1ynster 1 s worldly stature to be 
upheldo Only the possibility of the admission made such respect an integral 
part of Kierkegaard's strategy. Now iiiynster had to be set in diametrical 
opposition to the Christianity of the New 're stament - then his readers must 
jud@e for themselves in terms of this dialectic. Inevitably, nov1 that he 
had set himself to provolre a response, then the severity of his Christian 
definition became sharpened in direct proportion to the severity of his 
judgement upon I\iynster. The tightening of Kierkegaard 1 s view of Christianity 
is apparent at many points in the Journals from these months of quiet 
waitingo 
On reading the Journals from these months, what immediately strikes one 
is the unrestrained sevefity of Kierkegaard 1 s references to the clergy. 
His fUndrunental objection is that they are hypocrites in so far as they "turn 
the dead man 1 s life and work and witness into profit for themselves and 
their families". 27 At most they 11 read what has cost others mortal struggles 
and then use it as purple passages in their sermons". 28 This is stUnmed up 
in the frightful accusation thatg 
11 The 0priests 0 (the P..cotestant priest~ the pastor) and the professor 
are cannibals ooo 
11 And they are more abominable and gr-uesome t.b..an the cannibals o 
11 It is easy to see that they are carmibals g f'or they live on 
the f'act that others have' been killed, persecuted, ma1t:C'eateo f'or the 
sake of' the trutho 
0 And this is more gruesome than the cannibalso l 110r evil is al~1ays 
more horrible the longer it lc.stso Cannibals kill a. nw.n and ~at. id.rn = 
and that is thato It lasts only a short time, and nhen it is over, 
there is as it vrere a hope = till the next time = that the cannibal 
become a different man, might become bettero But the priest and the 
professor make their preparations ( rri th cold calculations) once for all 
to live on the sufferi."'lgs of the saintsa They get mar;ried on the 
strength of them, they beget children, they organise an idyllic and 
thoroughly enjoyable lifeo They live on the torments of the saintsa 
Then they calculate how to aueJnent their income - so with revel ting 
coolness they arrange to live as cannibals; but no cannibal was ever 
so disgustingo In vain those saints cry to us, ''FoD.ovr me, follow 
me! 1 The priest and the professor stifle those voices, so that \'Je 
do not hear· them a And so they live, having taken possession of their 
prey = the saints on whose suffering they liveo11 ?.9 
'rhe following year, Kierkega.ard expanded these expressions and published 
them in the ninth number of The Instan~ .. 30 But at this earlier stage 
they stand as evidence of a new sharpening of Kierkegaard 1 s invective 
against the priestso For this ascription of cannibalistic epithets is 
only part of a general increase in crude insults directed against the clergy .. 
They are variously described as 11 assinine" ,31 disgustingly hypocritical/2 
cunning and subtle liars after the fashion of women,33 false teachers, 34 
actors ,35 and also as 11 a gang of politicians in silk and velvet'' e 36 However 
critical Kierkegaard may have been in earlier Journals, here we see him at 
his most vitriolic, having cast off virtually all semblance of self-restraint .. 
The clergy have set on one side all the rigours of true Christianity and 
by their very existence they now make Christianity 11 impossible" e.3? 
Kierlregaard is doubtful whether the priests would give up their comfortable 
livings even if it were to be proved completely that Christ never existed 
d th t th h 1 th . f. t. 38 an a e VI o e J.ng was a J.C J.Ono 
Furthermore, as the folloVJing quotation shows, the very institution 
of priesthood has served to make God distant - and there could be no harsher 
judgement than that g 
11 ,'l'Jle=;tq_w):~r:"Go4°cs~~r;:~x-~n§_s_s. (and this is the history of Cbristj.anity) 
is that everything that strengthens the appearance makes God distant o o o 
·:Jhen there ncre no priests, but the Christians were all brothers, then 
God. vras nearer to reality than vJhen there were priestR, many priests, 
a povmrful priesthoodo For priests are an increase in the direction 
of appearance, and God is related inversely to the phenomenon" o .39 
3o in the months between i1iyn::~ter 1 s death and the openint; of the attackj) 
Kierker,aerd 0 s Journals shoVJ a marked turn in the direction of a greater 
severity in respect of the clergyo 
Similarly, in this period~ Kierkegaard also gave utterance to a radical 
misogyny. His relationship to Regina had naturally made him suspicious 
of any simple solution to the problem of love and marria@9. But for most 
of his life he was prepared to interpr~t this experience as part of his 
own special calling ~ his 11 thorn in the flesh". However, in 1 854, he 
declares: "How after a long time I see that what was special to me ia 
what Christianity calls the general, the normalg I see that Christianity 
holds by man's single state and rather makes marriage the special case" o 40 
Here Kierkegaard freely admits that he has changed his position v1ith regard 
to what Christianity teaches about the relative merits of celibacy and 
marriage. This is brought out most clearly in his attitude to Luther's 
marriage. Kierkegaard is sure tha~ as a symbolic gesture against medieval 
catholic abuse, Luther 1 s marriage was justified. But "he should have made 
it quite clear that his marriage was an exception, a corrective" •41 Instead 
11 Luther became the head of all that throng of philoproe,'enitive men, who trust 
him and believe that it is a part of true Christianity to get married" s 42 
Without doubt, S chopenhauer 8 s ·l'lri ting had a real part to play in the 
manner and timing of Kierke gaard 0 s polemics against women, sex and marriage o 43 
But even if he had not made Schopenhauer's acquaintance, still Kierkegaard 
would have been inclined to take up this negative stance. Not only is it 
in line nith his attack on Luther, but it is also an element in his critique 
of Grundtvigianism and Judaism.44 Clearly this is just one more indication 
of how Kierkegaard tightened his definition of Christianity during these 
few months of waiting. Novr he declares that marriage and procreation of 
children have no part in the Christian scheme of things.45 By marriage, 
man sells himself to a purely human perspective upon life. I•'rom the 
Christian standpoint, the only ~ood citizen 11 is he who does not propa~ate 
46 this sinful species". Just as the priest gets in the v1ay of an individual 1 s 
relationship to God, so the v10man leads m['.n (1.vho VJas made for eternity) into 
a digressiono 47 This last point I believe to be of considerable sienificance. 
i:ihilst Kierkegaard 1 s ovm psychology and biography must have contributed 
something towards the emergence of such a polemical outburst against women~ 
sex and marriage; still the outburst must be seen as an element in Kierkegaard 0 s 
endeavour in the direction of reasserting Christian subjectivity at the 
expense of current abuseso Basically, there is little point in trying to 
vindicate even part of Kierkegaard's assault by pointing out that belief 
in the lostness of most men makes it impossible to look on the process of 
procreation nith joy, or the New Testament's view that it is easier for a 
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single man to relate himself to God than is the case with a married man. 
These contributions serve only to damn Kierkegaard with faint praiseo 
Rather, we must face the full extent of Kierket;aard 1 s polemic and see it 
as part of a calculated step towards the isolation of the final dialectical 
poles between which the readers of The Instant would have to choose, i.e. 
Illynsterish Christianity or the Christianity of the New 'l'estament. Thus 
Kierkegaard 1 s misogyny is part of his general tightening of the Christian 
demand, and it is to this greater severity that we now turn. 
This section m~ be conveniently introduced by some words of Gregpr 
Malantschukg 
11 Previously Kierkegaard had always directed men to return to 
life 1 s concrete tasks. He does not, however, cant inue this during 
the attack on the Church; there is only one mitigation, the discourse 
11 The Unchangeableness of God", which points back to his first upbuilding 
discourses. The way ih which the idea of imitation is carried through 
during the attack upon the Church strongly indicates that at the end 
Kierkegaard wants to show that the old order has to gp and that men 
are again standing 'at the beginningw. 49 
In accordance with such an objective, the months of waiting find Kierkegaard 
simultaneously embittering his attacks upon contemporary Christianity or 
Christendom, and emphasising the negative and life-deeying aspects of the 
Christian requirement. 
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Now Kierkegaard is unequivocal in his assertion that the Cl:1..ristian 
can no longer "remain among men11 • Hather~ 11 You must see that you suf'f'er 
persecution =in order to preserve your heterogeneity, which in turn 
assures the standard of' the individual and the idealo But in direct 
continuity nith the herd Christianity is impossible11 o 50 
So Kierkegaard repeatedly attacks the current urge to be doing thing~ = 
including being a Christian~ in 11 associatiorr•. 51 But by thus uniting 
men 11 are fully secured ar;ainst Christianity. And this is Christendom". 52 
From the Christian point of view, numbers serve only to detract from the 
Ideal and to distract individuals from the true path to be followedo 53 
And this path is now almost exclusively defined in terms of suffering, 
persecution, isolation and even martyrdom. Indeed 11 the way is narrow'' ,54 
persecution is inevitable,55 in short, 1laccording to the Nell 'l'estament, 
to be a Christian is to be sacrificed" •56 Human:cy speaking, to become a 
Christian is "to become unhappy in this life and to wish it" •57 Furthermore, 
there can be no question of a man appealing to some kind of hidden 
suffering: "If the New 'l'estament is to decide what is meant by a true 
Christian, then to be a Christian in all secrecy, comfortably and enjoyably, 
is as impossible as firing a cannon in all secrecy". 58 Rather, 11 in the 
New Testament things are very different: what God wills is that you should 
love him. And this means that from the human standpoint you will come 
to suffer terribly - just because you have come to do with God. For what 
is the Nevr Testament? It is a handbook for him who is to be sacrificed" •59 
In fact, of the entries dating from this period, just under one hundred 
deal with Christian suffering 60 whilst the themes of martyrdom,61 Imitation,62 
dying from the world 63 (afdpS'e) and self=sacrifice 64 also feature regularly. 
It is clear that for Kierkegaard, these are the subjects which are now of 
paramount importance along with unrestrained criticisms of Christendom and 
its adherents. Similarly, grace is only dealt with in terms of Christendom 1 s 
misuse of its benefits. As Jl:ialantschuk says: ~~Kierkegaard is progressively 
more attentive to the relation between faith and striving ••• In later 
Journal entries (he) used sharper expressions to characterise the misuse 
of gr-ace which occurs with the omission of striving' o 65 Thus Kierkeeaard 0 s 
Christian judeement and definition ~•as sharpened as he prepared to enter 
the sphere of popular journalismo In that sphere~ only minimal conces.sions 
are made to human neakness and sensibilityo 
So to the 11 Atta.ck'' :ltseJ.fo Aage Kabell has rrritten~ 
11 Trainin_g in Christianjj;x forced everyone to take sideso ·.,;·ith 
tbe K~:tre'storm-oi1-854 = 1855 one took sides to such an extent as has 
seldom been seen in this country" o 66 
·':ihilst Carl \leltzer states that 
11 in the course of quite a short time (after the publication of 
Kierkegaard' s first polemical article in The l!'atherland of December 
18th~ 1854) the whole country was for or against KierkBgaard' s view 
of the deceased Bishop" o 67 
These two summary judgements bear witness to the success of Kierkegaard 1 s 
objective in launching into an open a ttacko The opening articles can onzy 
real~ be usefully discussed against the background of the debate initiated 
by the attack on Mynstero So we will undertake to trace chronologically 
the course of the battle, picking out the major contributions and relating 
them to Kierkegaard 1 s plan of publicationo 
On January .}1st, 1 855, an article appeared in Lolland-Fals~~ 
Stiftstidende and was left unsignedo It is a contribution to the provincial 
paper from its Copenhagen correspondent, and it makes three main pointso 
First of all, he reports that 11 Kierkegaard 1 s attack upon Bishop Mynster 1 s 
memory" is one of the major topics of interest in the capitalo Secondly, 
he argues that people would have done !:!ynster the gr-eatest service by 
simply ignoring Kierkegaard 1 s attacko By entering into debate vrith him 
they are playing right into the hands of this brilliant dialecti tiano 
Mynster 1 s memory was quite capable of ~ooking after itselfo Thirdly~ 
the point is made that;, whilst it is Mynster who is principally under 
attack in Kierkegaard' s articles, Martensen must be seen as a 11 subsidiary'' 
68 targeto 
On the first point, a glance at H:i.mmelstrup'silllib]ri_ogr-aphy and Kabell's 
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chronicle of Kierkcgaard:l.an literature quickly confirms the :impression that 
the 11 A ttaclc1 vJas a najor talki..11.g point in both the religious and secular 
press ~ especially in Copfmhageno Po Go Lindhardt believes that Kierkega...'U'd 0 s 
outburst aroused 11 surp:d.singJy little debateH and he attributes this to 
the rjealmess of the priests' positiona During a period of' liberalisation 
they had clung to the :1~stablishmont ~ the prevailing sectarian agitation 
put them under pressure, and also ~one of' Lindhardt's special theories ~ 
the priests 0 retreat from the cholera outbreak of 1 85.3 severly damaged 
their credibility with the general publico 69 In discussing the extent of 
the reaction to Kierkega.ard' s attack, of course v1e are dealing in relative 
terms, so if vre have in view the size of the potential reaction to such a 
personal assault on the memory of a public figure then Lindhardt may be 
righto However, it is worth noting that it was not only the priests who 
took an interest in the caseo The debate is distinguished by the number of 
lay people who made contributionso 7° F'urthermore~ many priests may have 
shared the opinion of the Lolland-Falsters Stiftstidende Copenhagen correspondent 
that the best response to Kierkegaard 1 s attack was a dignified silence i'lhilst 
Mynster's reputation stood up for itselfa 71 Their silence need not necessarily 
be taken to infer that they were conscious of being in a weak positiono As 
it happens, maey priests did make their views known and for each one who took 
the trouble to write newspaper and periodical articles there must have been 
many more who restricted themselves to oral debateo 72 
The third point made by the Lolland-Falsters Stiftstidende correspondent 
is interesting and shows a surprising insight on the part of one writing 
so early on in the deba teo It is certainly right that Martensen's 
position as a target for Kierkegaard's polemics should be bnought to the 
fore a It is clearly significant for the development of Kierkegaard 0 s 
attack that Martensen should have been the one to utter the offending 
phrases in praise of Mynstero An earlier chapter has traced the history of 
Kierkegaard 1 s relationship to Martensen and it is manifest that no other 
high-ranking Churchman could have provoked Kierkegaard as v:iolentlyo 
t'urtl:1ermore ~ Kicrkegaard obviously set gr-eat store by how hlartensen would 
react to his attack and nas ready to draw defin:i_te conclusions from his 
subsequent silenceo 73 But Martensen's role really only becomes highly 
sig,nifj.cant when the issues involved in the Attack are dealt with as merely 
tl~oretical problemso If the dividing issues are really only based on a 
disagr-eement about the use of the term 11 \7itness to the truth11 then I·.Jartensen, 
as an employer of tl:Ie term, is to be seen as the chief tar~t for attacko 
Doubtless it was Martensen 9 s desire that the issues should be reduced to 
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such a level as is evidenced by his reply to the opening article by Kierkegaa.rdo ....... 
Generally speaking, people \7ould not like to argue with the view that h1ynster 
preached true Christian doctrineg so if Martensen could persuade them that 
this is what he meant by referring to the dead Bishop as a v1itness to the 
truth then Kierkegaard's cause must be seriously underminedo However , as we 
have seen, i·liartensen appeared to Kierlregaard as the paradi@llatic "professor" , 
the one who above all should have known and understood his writings and his 
use of terms like "witness to the truth". Furthermore, as the new Bishop, 
Martensen replaced Llynster as the representative of the State Church and the 
Establishment. Thus Kierkegaard' s jibes against the Establishment must be taken 
to include the new head of the Church along with his predecessoro But still 
it is important to emphasise that Martensen was only a subsidiary targetG At 
the heart of Kierkegaard 1 s polemic is the desire to set Mynster 1 s example 
over against the Christianity of the New Testament. In protesting against 
J:iiynster being called a witness to the truth, Kierkegaard must automatically 
pass judgement upon him who made such an ascription. 75 But essentially it 
is Nynster who is under attack. 76 
Kierkegaard begins his first article with a brief resume of the offending 
points in Martensen 1 s sermon with especial emphasis on the use of 11 witness 
to the trut~' as descriptive of Bishop Mynster. He s~s that against such 
a description he must protest and now he can because Myhster is dead. 
Anticipating criticism on this point, Kierkega.ard records the fact that the 
demands of brevity prevent him from discussing his prior relationship 
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to the deceased Bishopo 77 Next~ Kierkegaard shows an ar;areness of tno 
senses in which the word "preaching' might be used and shcms how I.iynster 
is in error on both countso Ji'or not on1y does his preaching contain a 
watered=dovm Christianity but also his life is out of character v1ith ,-;hat 
he preached = easy going though that iso 1'hus in no way could Iv;ynster 1 s 
proclamation of Christianity bear comparison with the New· Testamento Not 
that Mynster himself would have been unprepared to admit as much "before 
God and to himself11 (though not publicly) = and to this extent he was 11 truthful'' o 
But there is absolutely no truth in depicting rviynster as a witness to the 
truth especially when such a depiction is made ''from the pulpit" o By so 
doing~ Kierkegaard argues that Martensen has erected a monument to himself 
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rather than to Mynstero Kierkegaard then goes on to describe the life 
and death of a genuine witness to the trutho It is a life of suffering 
11 unacquainted with everything which is called enjoyment" o His sufferings 
are of the inward spiritual variety as well as of the outward and physicalo 
His death is by crucifixion or beheading or burningo Then Kierkegaard 
reiterates/ his horror that Martensen should thus describe Mynstero 79 I3y 
so doing, Martensen is gull ty of something worse than all heresies and 
schisms put together - he is guilty of "playing at Christianity" o 80 
•ro this article Kierkegaard appended two postscriptso The first is 
dated Autumn 1854 explaining the delay in publishing his attacko It is 
possible that Kierkegaard thought about publishing the article at this timeo 
Although the collection for Mynster 1 s memorial was still open, Kierkegaard 
could reasonably feel that he had left a suitable gap before launching into 
the attacko The fact that he delayed publication for another three months 
has to be explained basically in terms of Kierkegaard's own internal 
heart~searchingo In a series of drafts dated "older than the conclusion 
of 1 854" (and so possibly from the period immediately before the appearance 
of the first article) Kierke gaard wrestles with the problem of whether he 
can call himself a Christiano B1 This is consistent with an entry from 
the Journal of mid=December, 1 854 82 and it is certain that Kierkegaard 
anticipated in his own mind the criticism that he speaks for Christianity 
hilt f . b C' . t· 83 w - s con ess1ng to e no nr1s 1an. Furthermore~ he was still not happy 
about attacldng !;iynster. The final postscript to the article of December 
18th contains yet another rehearsal of Kierkegaard 1 s relationship to the 
Bishop~ 84 whilst a strL~g of Journal entries from the same time show that 
85 Kicrkcgaard was still trying to justify his publicly upbraiding i.iynster. 
So we can say that~ right up to the last minute, Kierlregaardwas still 
uncertain about the rights and wrongs of proceeding with his plans. The 
problem of authority and filial piety continued to control his tlunking. 
By mid=December 1 851+ Kierlregaard decided that the collection for Mynster 
would have been completed. He gave this as the reason for his being 
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unable 11 to keep silent any longer". Presumably he had also satisfied himself 
that he could justifiably embark upon this new direct stage in his authorslup. 
"The protest must come" he writes, "all the more serious for its tardiness~ 
the protest against representing f~om the pulpit, that is, before God, 
Bishop i\:iynster as a witness to the truth; for that is false, and proclaimed 
in this way is a falsehood nhich cries to heaven". 
The immediate reaction to Kierkegaard 1 s article in the press v1as entirely 
hostile. Dagbladet was first into the field with a short article signed 
"A". 'l'his paper, under the editorship of C. St. A. Bille, has been described 
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as 11 one of the times 1 best journalistic enterprises". Like Faedrelandet, 
it adopted a generally liberal stance. However, 11 N' is quick to attack 
Kierkegaard on the grounds that he now says things about Mynster which contra~ 
diet the praises heaped upon the Bishop whilst he was alive. 88 The next day 
another writer (or even the same man) elaborates upon this point with 
quotations from For Self-Examination and Prefaces and he challenges Kierkegaard 
t h h th 1 t t h . t t tb t . t }·· t 89 o s ow ov1 ese re a e o 1s mos recen ou urs aga1ns 1:1yns er. 
Notwithstanding the rather more conciliatory tone of a third article which 
appeared just after Christmas,90 the response of such a liberal journal as 
Dagbladet must be adjudged remarkably severe. 
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Be:Jidcs the article by 11 B11 in P~!!t;b)~~C!.~~~ tv;ro more contributions appeared 
in the Copenhagen press on December 22ndo Corsare11; was inevitably anta= 
"IP o The substance of this article lies in a critique of Kierlregaardns use 
of ;t witness to the truth10 o By reserving it only i'or martyrs Kierkegaard is 
d f . 't . , t 1' 't d 91 accuse o us~ng ~ ~n a rar oo ~~~ e senseo 
had carried critical reviews of Kierkegaard 0 s v1ork by Orla Lebmann and PoLo 
ll'i,rbller~ 92 came out with a pr.otest in verse~ 93 followed the next day by 
11 aescula:e" who casts doubts on Y\.ierlregaard 0 s sanityo 94 On the 27th, an article 
signed 11 IoLo 11 (possibly Israel Levin~ 95 Kierkegaard 0 s secretary) argued 
that Kierkegaard was not really serious about what he had writteno 
Kierkegaard composed an article for ~el,.andet offering a response to 
many of the criticisms levelled against himo This appeared on 'i'hur sday 
December 30th although it had been delivered to the printers on the 28th. 
'i'his was just too late to take substantive notice of the most significant 
contribution to the debate so far. This came from ~~iartensen who wrote an 
article in Berlingske Tidq_nde of the 28th December. 96 lior~ever, Kierkegaard 
did append. a footnote to "There the matter rests!" dealing specifically 
with Martensen's rejoinder. 97 Kierkegaard begins the article by reiterating 
the essence of his protest. He says that "to call a man who by preaching 
Christiani~ has attained and enjoyed in the ~eatest measure all possibly worldly 
goods and enjoyments, to represent him as a witness to the truth is as 
ridiculous as to talk about a maiden v1ho is surrounded by her numerous troop 
of children" • He goes on to argue that people are basically ill-informed 
about Christian concepts. "Hence it is that people do not understand - and 
therefore censor it~ when a protest is raised against a witness to the truth 
98 
who from a Christian point of view is just as ridiculous as that maiden" o 
l!'irst of all he rebutts the suggestion that a man can be both a witness for 
the truth and something else at the same tim~. The vii tness, like Christiani~ ~ 
is essentially heterogeneous to this VIOrld, and so has his existence marked 
by renunciation and suffering. There can be no question of enjoying the 
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l"'orld 1 s advantages and goods and then at the same time be a witness to the 
truth. r1iartensen~ by calling h1ynster a witness, has made it inevitable 
that Kierket,aa.rd should draw attention to the late Bishop 0 s worldly shreYJdness 
and self=indulgpnce. In his memorial address Martensen articulated a, 
point of view common to 11 the Protestant clergy" o They all uant to attain 
this v1orld' s goods and at the S1!!Jle tif!lQ desire to be witnesses to the truth. 
Because this idea is so prevalent Kierkegaard is convinced that a protest 
should be made as emphatically as possible~ 11 people 1 s blood must be stirred, 
. t . t. "99 pass1ons se 1n mo 1on ooo Thus I<ierkegaard justifies the making of a 
protest. 
Next he faces the objections whichespecially preoccupied contributions 
to Dagbladet. How can he reconcile his criticisms of hiynster with the veneration 
which marked his attitude to the Bishop while he was alive? Kier ke gaard 
makes it clear that his attitude to Itmster has not undergone any real changeo 
There can be no question of his being allied vrith the Bishop's enemieso 
Rather, he might yet come forward as before to fight against his enemies on 
behalf of 11 the pastor of my deceased father11 o Contrary to public opinion, 
Kierkegaard says that he has never condemned Bishop Mynster - he was only 
the occasion for Mynster to condemn himselfo I<ierke gaard knew and warned 
Mynster about the disparity between his Sunday preaching and his life on 
Mondayo If he had been an enellly of Mynster then he would have uttered his 
condemnation whilst the Bishop was aliveo :However, as an admirer, Kierkegaard 
held out for the admission and "honoured the false draft (the senililance of 
being a man of character which Bishop ~~1ynster presented) instead of protesting 
it" o 1 00 So, far from accusing Kierkegaard of a .YQ].t.e_fft_ce:, people -
especially Mynster's friends, should show gratitude for "the many years I 
have borne with the deceased" o 
From the early reaction to his attitude in the daily press, I<ierkegaard 
was quickly made aware of the misunderstandings it had engendered. On his 
account he feels there is no need for him to answer the case brought against 
him by "aesculapius" in li&Qenhavgposten or the writer to :B..l,yveposteno 
.f!'urthermore.P the char~ that he has attacked a dead man who camot ansvrer is 
also based on a misunderstanding. Given the disparity betv1een ''the 
r.lynsterish preaching and ecclesiastical rule11 and the Christianity of the 
I1ie;-:r J.'estarnent ~ his readers mic;ht well praise Kierkegaard for his restraint~ 
while the Bishop yet lived. Kierkegaard argues that he did everything he 
.3/l:-
could to protect lv!ynster 1 s public reputation. Through .T__!'~i,pj.Jl~:htl _g}:~?-sti~ty 
and For Self""'Ex~ination he 11 pressed upon the old man as closely as I could 
(but in an indirect way ••• ) the question whether he would give battle11 ."101 
He says that his treatment of [viynster was always so delicate as to leave open 
the possibility of his becoming the Bishop's defence on hearing the public 
admission. 
I feel that Kierkegaard does meet the charges levelled against him at 
these points; but one must also appreciate the position of his critics. It 
nas inevitable that when Kierkegaard tried to keep up a semblance of veneration 
for l'irynster while he was alive this should rebound on him if the Bishop died 
without making the admission. There is no doubt that Kierkegaerd was sincere 
in not wishing to launch a direct attack on the state Church. Thus his 
energies were directed rather less towards the least desired contingency. 
This is not to say that Kierkegaard was not properly prepared to attack - the 
voluminous Journal entries and draft articles testifY otherwise. But it is 
true that Kierkegaard v1as keener to argue the case for defending l'!iynster than 
he was to attack him. This bias communicated itself to his reading public 
and, naturally, they were mystified by his subsequent apparent inconsistency. 
But it was 1.-Iartensen who made the most significant attempt to meet the real 
issues at stake -this might be said in spite of Kierkegaard 1 s assertion that 
it "does not require an e:A'}Jlicit reply, since it does not alter the case in 
the least". However, we must turn to consider fvlartensen' s reply and evaluate 
his arguments for ourselves. 
Martensen begins by briefly summarising Kierkegaard 8 s complaints against 
him, especially the objections to his calling l!Jynster a witness to the truth. 
'.( 1'-
..J.:J 
He quotes at some length from Kierkee:;aard 1 s definition of a witness ~ 11 a man 
who in poverty witnesses to the -txuth, in poverty, in lo¥Tliness~ in abasement o •• 
a wan viho is at last crucified~ or beheaded, or burnt, or roasted on a gridiron 
II 
0 0 0 'i'hus, says l:iartensen, according to Kicrlcct_G.arCl., a nitncss is 11 one of 
the men nho is historically called a martyr". Iie goes on to make the guarded 
admission that, if' Kierkegaard is right in thus equating the .-litness with the 
martyr then certaihly he (i.e. Liartensen) is a.t least guilty of a misuse of 
lane;uageo But nhat right, he asks, has l\ierkegaard to use the term in a way 
contrary to traditional ecclesiastical usageo As "V' pointed out, 1 02 according 
to Kierkegaard v s definition, even the Apostle J'ohn would be excluded from the 
ranks of vlitnesses to the truth on the grounds that he did not suffer a violent 
deathe Furthermore, Kierkegaard is unjustified in interpreting f.lartensen as 
saying that today 0 s witnesses are to be directly equated with those of the 
apostolic era. In fact lf.artensen says he has made it clear that there are 
differences of gifts and tools whilst the Lord and Spirit are the sameo It 
must not be forgotten that, through all the various stages of development, 
there remains one holy, catholic Church and that from generation to generation 
"both amongst the congregations and the teachers there are those who bear 
Christian witness II 0. 0 Otherwise, the unity of the Church through the ages 
would be brokeno But it is useless offering such consideration to Kierkegaard 
"whose Christianity is without Church and without history''. In fact, the Church 
never ceases to be militant and. its vJitness continues even when it is not 
undergoing times of extraordina.ry stress. Also, if 1\ierkegaard is right in 
saying that suffering is the only mark of the witness then many enthusiastics 
and fanatics could be called witnesseso Next, lflartensen accuses Y.,j_erkegaard 
of proposing a far too restrictive definition of suffering. He has ignored 
the realm of spiritual suffering and has failed to notice that aggressive 
words can be as damaging as real stones when hurled at the Christiane 
Martensen goes on: "The next question, therefore, is whether, presupposing 
that the true Church is to be found amongst us, Bishop Mynster has a place 
376 
amont;st the Christian nitnesses for the truth in our country11 o L;artensen 
is unrepentant and so reiterates his belief that i!.ynster in fact spoke up for 
Christianity when everyone else kept quieto It is to his undying praise that 
he stood up for the Ci)spel and for the X,utheran form of rmrship nhen these 
r:ere under threat at the begilming of the centuryo LiJ.r.ewise ~ he has never 
ceased to preach Jesus Christ and him crucified and has taught about dying to 
the v1orld, albeit not in Kierk.egaard 1 s nayo Ho·:Jever, says Eartensen~ his sermon 
did not canonise L:ynster as Kierkegaard insinuates that it dido Also, VJhile 
it is right to warn against the suppression of those things which one is called 
to s~~ it is also necessary to guard oneself against saying more than the 
spirit has commissioned one to say. lvlynster observed this ev golden rule" and a 
gpod deal of false and exag03rated talk about the Christian life - eogo about 
dying from the world, would be avoided, and "many edifying discourses and books 
would remain unwritten'' if this principle was generally follo\7edo Y/ithout 
doubt the character of one's witness must be conditioned partly by the demands 
of the time and part;ly by the witnesses ovm individualityo It would talre far 
more than his article in FaedrelandeJ~ or the v1hole 11 prolix" literature for 
Kierk.egaard to establish his vievf that, whilst tliynster is in other respects 
to be admired, his Christianity is false and ignoble a For Kierk.egaard 1 s ovm 
Christianity is adjudged by Martensen to be 11 by no means a corporate faith, 
but pureJ..y and simply a Christianity in which the Christian Church and the Holy 
Spirit's work in the Church is omitted together with much else that is most 
decisively Christian" o 
Finally lV"Jartensen turns to Kierkegaard' s attack upon l.'Jynster' s life and 
charactero In tones of an{g.'y cynicism he reiterated the complaint that 
Kierkegaard went through life wearing a "rnas.lC' of respect and veneration for 
l.'Iynster ~ until the latter's de a tho ~llartensen challent;es Kierkegaard to 
justif'y himself on this point although he is in no doubt "that he will lmow 
ho'."l to justify his action to satisfy his own conscience by appeal to one or 
other higher moral genius, perhaps even one or other higher religious demand 
\'Jhioh bids all other considerations to yield and provides him with a yardstick 
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for his action far above the comr.1on standa.rd11 o i:.artensen concludes vvi:th 
the assurance that, with this most recent attack on a dead ma11.~ Kierkega.ard 
will never be in danger of being forgotteno 
I'0:!.bell say~ of i.:OXtensen 1 s o.'t'ticle that it is 11 at one and tl:.c same time 
a complete parry and a crushing attack, profound and to the point o 'l'here one 
finds briefly and clearly formulated that vievv of Kierkegaa:r•u and his 1Jork 
YJhich must be found amongst the clergy - it is I.iartensen 1 s arV1ffientation 
\~hich is later shared by the countless like=minded authors11 o 103 Ho'.Jever, 
Kierkcgaard is of the opinion that the article 11 does not require an explicit 
reply~ since it does not alter the case in the least11 • 104 He goes on to 
defend himself skilfully against l.iartensen 1 s charge that he equates the 
concepts '1witness11 and 11 martyr11 o Certainly in the footnote to the article ,1 05 
Kierkegaard refers only to 11 a suffering witness to the truth11 and in no way 
implies that this must be a suffering unto death. Significantly, i1Iartensen 
bases his case on the more detailed account of the witness to the truth as 
found in the arti.c1e itself and ignores the footnote o Kierkegaard is justified 
in pointing out that violent death is restricted to the sphere of final promotion. 
By suffering death in this fashion a man does not therefore become a witness. 
Hather, he has already achieved such a position ~ by his death he is finally 
admitted 11 into the first class as defined by the Christian protocol11 • 106 Thus 
John the Apostle ~ be called a witness to the truth on account of his 
suffering. But he would not be admitted to the 11 first class". Martensen 
and others may still find it objectionable that such a venerated founder of 
the Church should be thus offered only second-class status, but their objections 
cannot be directly related to Kierkega.ard' s use of terms. As to the objection 
that Kierkega.ard now attacks r>iynster after honouring him during his lifetime, 
we have seen how he dealt with this in the main article before Martensen's 
reply came to his noticeo 
However, Kierke ga.ard does not tacl'"..le Martensen 1 s comment that Kierkegaard 1 s 
authorship is VJithout any notion of Church or communal faith. Yet Kabell 
asserts that 11 the episcopal emphasis upon the holy Catholic Church at the expense 
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of 0private relit;i.onw is tb most decisive point o:f i.:artensen 1 s articleo107 
Surely Kabell is exagt;erating here. Lartensen ° s references to Kierkegaard 1 s 
lacl: o:f proper ecclesiology are at best incidental to the main thrust o:f 
the debate. Lnx·tensen cannot seriously maintain that KiG:T.'J:..cgaard 1 s attack 
on the nature and standard of the prevailing ni tncss of the Church necessarily 
implies a denial of the validity of the Church 1 s very e:.d::; "Le:nce. Rathe.t•, 
Lla.rtensen 1:s remarks at this point are derived from his understanding of 
Kierkegaard 1 s teaching as set :forth in 1~itings long before the appearance o:f 
the Faedr~land article late in 1 854. Kierkegaard is himself anare that, 
relative to the real issues at stake, hiartensen 1 s comments about his view of 
the Church are o:f:f the point. Indeed, after dealing vii th 11 a challenge" by 
Pastor Paludan-lVIuller l' Kierker;aard next published an article entitled 11 The point 
at issue with Bishop lilartensen" vJhich makes it clear that the representation 
from the pulpit o:f Bishop llwnster as a witness to the truth i:s the central 
issue along with the consequences this carries :for the established Church. 1 08 
It is the established Church which must be attacked by exposure to the demands 
o:f the New Testament. At this moment in time, the main point at issue is the 
justi:fica tion :for the establishment rather than the Church i tsel:f. Yfe show 
elsewhere that Kierkegaard never abandoned the Church and Christian communality 
as viable and valid concepts. But he did want to destroy the abuses o:f 
Christendom when all else had :failed. He was not guing to allow Martensen to 
deviate him from pursuing tl:d.s central and most decisive issue. 
Berlingske 'l'idende published tvJO more articles that week, but neither had 
anything new to say and certainly there was nothing to prompt a :further response 
from Nierkegaard.1 09 However, a contribution to that paper by one ll. Hjort 
did cause Yd.erkegaard to make a comment on his note book and a passing reference 
in his next published article.110 In the notebook Kierkegaard takes Hjort's 
article as the occasion :for a comment upon the fact that, because Mynster did 
carry a whole generation and because Kierkegaard 1 s own corrective to the 
prevailing misconceptions about the Christian :faith was seldom read, then 
according to the only com!.!Only recognised standard (i.e. l:iynsterish Christianity) 
379 
people like Hjort ':Jere bound to look upon Kierkegaard as ahJays in the wrongo 
But on a more specific level~ Kierkegaard is especially scathing about Hjort 1 s 
vieTI that 11 Bishop i.~ynster is not a preacher of rcpe ntance but a messenger of 
peaco'1 o ~rhis presents Kierlrogaara. rJi th a first=cle.ss opening for a rcnerJed 
attack on i.Iynster 0 s sclf~·indulgcnt love of peaceo ~his is a typical examp~e 
of the rJay in which I<;erkegao.rd takes the words of his opponents o..nd turns 
them to their ovm condemnationo Of more significance from Kierkegaard 0 s point 
of vie\"/ \7as an article by Pastor J o Paludan=;,!uller which v1 as published as a 
monogcaph early in January 1855 and reviewed in ~~ske Tidende on the 9th 
of that month. 111· The reviev1er describes Paludan=liluller 1 s article as 
11 exoalent11 and thus attracts Kier lre gaard 0 s ridicule a 11 2 
Jens Paludan..:!IIuller was a long--established ally of the leading Danish 
Churchmeno Already he had published a sympathetic study Concer_ning Dro 
l_lat.tensen ° s Christian Do.£i!J!a tics 113 and an article entitled Concer!ri,n_g the 
.§:.EQ_lo~tic co11tent in Bishop l!lynster 1 ~ preachin~ 114 rJh:i..ch also betrayed his 
particular biaso As Kabell says 11 with such a past it can surprise nobody 
that he was prepared 'to look upon Bishop I.lynster not only as one who has been 
a genuine witness to Christian Truth during a long life, but who has also 
witnessed in the Truth and by the Truth 111 o115 
First of all, Paludan-Muller sees Kierkegaard 1 s attack as part of a 
@eneral tendency to criticise the lives of good men 11 for the cause of trut~1 • 
He says that the aim of this writing is to show just how far the high standard 
by which Kierkegaard measures rhynster is wrong and hmr far Kierkegaard 1 s 
judgement of Mynster is wrongo Paludan-lviuller goes on to defend r.iynster against 
the charge of hypocrisy. He asserts that Mynster did practice what he 
preached, aJ.though he admits that he does not lmow whether Kierkegaard was so 
close to l\lynster as to be anare of any such hypocrisy. Paludan-Muller sees 
Kierkegaard 1 s basic error in terms of the wrong distinction he makes betvTeen 
subjective and objective truth. Unlike many of K:i..erkegaard's opponents, here 
Paludan~~fluller reflects a deep lmowled@e of Kierkeg;J.ard 1 s authorship and 
realises that the root of his attack upon Iilynster lies in his basic understanding 
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of truth as subjectivity. Ilo';Jever ~ the place of inriardness in 1\.ierkegaard 0 s 
thought is not as simple as .faludan~:Juller seems to think, and no account is 
taken of l~erkegaard's alternative assertion that subjectivity is untrutho116 
!\ext PaJ.udan=i.iuller turns to K.i.crkegaa.t'd 9 s interprete.tion of tne Nerr 
Testament and issues a challene:;e to Ilierkee;aard to prove by reference to the 
Nerr 'l'estament t}'l.at r.;ynster 1 s preaching "soft~pcdals ~ slurs over, supresses, 
omits something decisively Christian91 o It was this challenge which prompted 
Kierkegaard 1 s third article which is dated January 11th, 1 855 and appeared in 
,Faedrelandet the follor;ing dayo Paludan-1-.!uller agrees that if dying from 
the w·orld, hating oneself and suffering do constitute the essentials of the 
Christian faith, then certainly Iliynster "left out that which is most decisively 
Christian" • But he objects on two counts. l!'irstly, the Nev1 Testament 
is not limited to the themes Kierkegaard proposes and, secondly, i;!ynster 1 s 
sermons (with nhich Paludan-Muller is very familiar) do contain references 
to these theme so 11 7 Furthermore, Paludan=Muller shows that r1;ynster had all 
the attributes which the common man customarily associates \'lith a p;:;rson of 
character and principle, but I'Ihich Kierkegp.ard describes as self-indulgence 
and hypocritical .. 118 In addition, Paludan~r~!uller rehearses some of the points 
already made against Kierkegaard by other contributors to the debate. He declares 
that Kierkegaard is over obsessed nith outward sufferine; whilst inward suffering 
is equally effective as a mark of the witness to the trutho He raises again 
the question of St. John and his status as one who did not undergo physical 
suffering and martyrdom. He charges Kierket:-.aard with underestimating the role 
of divine; Grace in the spreading of Christianity. Only Jesus Christ himself 
could be called a nitness by Kierke gaard 1 s standards, but Paludan-Muller argues 
that they can be called witnesses who pursue the ideal without necessarily 
having achieved ito 11 9 
Kierkegaard dismisses Paludan=Muller 1 s challenge on the grounds that, were 
he to enter into "a prolix, learned, theological investigation, with 
citations and citations, etc. about Bishop Mynster 1 s preaching' then t~the 
whole question and the statement of it would in a short time become quite 
dif'ferent from what it is11 • i 20 He repeats that "the question is about an 
energet:i.o protest from my side against representing from the pulpit Bishop 
!~ynster as a vritness to the truth o o o 11 Contrary to Paludan~::u11er 1 s vieu 
that ;,~ynster 1 s qualities VJere readily recognised by the plain man \lhilst 
asserts that everyone can see 11 especially the plain mant1 that the Bishop's 
pr0aching 11 soft peCl.als, slurs over, supre:;ses, owits something of the most 
d . . 1 Chr . t . II ., 21 ec2s2ve y 2s 2an o Paludan-~Suller says that r.:ynster had the quality 
of being in the vmrld~ as a leaven, without being of the norldo-122 Kierkegaard 
retorts that, because the Christianity of the Ne,-r Testament involves 11 the 
very deepest and most incurable breach with this world" one can only call 
Iviynster a v1itness if "we are satisfied with the explanationg One is .:tout a, fait 
a man of the world, a man entirely of this world, and 'at the same time' one 
has broken with this world11 o In other words~ Kierkegaard refuses to recognise 
Paludan=Liuller 1 s distinction between being 11 in the v1orld11 but not "of the world"" 
He can see no virtue in "attaining and enjoying all worldly goods and advantages 
by the preaching of Christianity" a Least of all could he be called a nitness 
to the iru th. This is as much as Kierkege.ard feels he need say in response 
to Paludan-Muller 1 s 11 challenge11 o As far as he is concerned, the facts of the 
case, ioe o the New Testament over against Mynster' s v1ay of life and preaching, 
are plain enough to even the simplest person and in need of no further 
elabora tiono 
In the draft to this article, Kierkegaard appended a very significant 
p()stscripto He refers to a comment made by the Ber±_in__gske Tidende reviewer 
and which shows that this paper "prophesies against its will" o123 For there 
it vras ·written that, by his two articles in Faedrelandet Kierkegaard had ruined 
himself as an edifying author .. Kierkegaard is quick to point out that, in 
the sense intended by the v1ri ter this judgement amounts to so much nonsenseo 
Ho·Never, the statement is still valid: "for precisely thus have I understood 
those two articles - I have ruined myself as an edifying author; for by the 
living God, I am determined not to build up but to demolisl-Jl'" Kierkegaard goes 
on to reiterate his gratitude to governance for allowing him to holi back from 
this destructive phase whilst the Bishop was still alive and until he had been 
buried rdth full music. Thus 'i-.'e have Kierkegaard us own testimony to support 
t.b..e vien that the articles comprising the 11 Attack11 represent his first departure 
from a constructive approach to Christianity and its institutions. 
Over two v1eeks passed before Kierkegaard nrote another article in i!'a~<l_re_!_anq_ej;,, 
'.Chis was published under the heading "The point at issue with Bishop t:iartcnsen~ 
as conclusive Christianly, for the hitherto dubious state of the ~stablished 
Church, Christianly considere~1 o 124 Here he states categorically that~ 
11 1'he point at issue is this: about representing from the pulpit Bishop Mynster 
as a witness to the truth, one of the genuine •ui tnesses to the truth, one in 
the holy chain of witnesses". He insists that this fact must be held fast 
"in spite of the mass of confusion which in the past days has been poured out 
through the press". 
In fact, many of the leading Danish nev1spapers and journals, both in the 
capital and the provinces published articles during the period between Kierkgaard's 
reply to Paludan-Muller and this new contribution. These ~nerally tended 
to be hostile to Kierkegaard. Thus ~enhavnspost~ continued the trend set 
in its columns by 111121' and "aesculap" by publishing the hostile views of 
one signing himself 11 N11 • 125 Likewise, ]Llyve..:g_osten, described as one of 
Kierkegaard 1 s severe opponents ; 126 entered the debate on no less than five 
occasions between the 9th and 19th of Januaryo 'rhe first article was entitled 
"From a letter to a friend in Slesvig' and bears only the mark 0::'."::) by way of 
. t 127 a s~gna ureQ He starts with the assumption that his friend knows enough 
about I.1ynster to lmow that Kierkegaard has no justificatiog for his accusations 
against him e In fact, to deny Mynster the title of witness to the truth is 
nothing less than absurd and testifies to Kierlregaard's basically dialectical 
nature which thrives on saying outrageous things. The writer goes on to 
repeat the criticism already made by r.·iartensen - and answered by Kierkegaard -
that he only gives the name of witness to the truth to those who have suffered 
a violent death.128 He also repeats the charge that Kierkegaard gives no 
value to inner suffering. But per haps the most significant point to be made 
about this article is that its writer is as clearly convjnced about the self= 
evidence of i: .• ynster 1 s right to be called a witness to the truth as Kierke gaard 
is convinced to the contraryo Here is a deadlocked situation v1hich, as ne 
see from his reply to Paludan-Euller ~ Kicrkogaard has no intention of r.csolving 
by the accumulation of corroborative evidcnceo He simply reiterates 11 The 
point at issue'~ o 
Next~ E'_l.x_y:,~o~ste~n. published attacks upon Kicrkegaard rather pompously 
signed 11 A Friend of the Truth" o 1 29 Again there is little new here~ except 
for the provision of two conditions for calling a man a witness g _ 
1) his teaching must be in accordance vJith accepted Evangelical=Lutheran 
teaching and 
2) he must be firinlv convinced of what he teacheso This •~iter is certain 
that no-one could possibly argue that rr;ynster lacked a firm faith and conviction 
about his teachingg "If anyone can be called a witness to the truth of his 
own doctrine then it VlaS IV:ynster" o He asserts that ~.;ynster's teaching and 
character will shine through Kierkegaard 1 s fanatical attacko As far as this 
"friend of the truth" is concerned~ Hjort and Paludan-t:uller have effectively 
countered Kierkegaard 1 s assul t on iv~ynster 1 s character. \ie may say the same 
about the anonymous writer of the 5th articlea130 He recognises that the 
debate is not only about wordso Kierkegaard h'ls attacked F.iynster 1 s basic 
way of life, and someone must come to the late Bishop's defence. 
Further articles hostile to Kierkegaard also appeared in provincial 
newspapers at this time~ especially the Lolland-l<'alsters Stiftstidende. 131 
But there were also those who came down on the side of Kierkegaarde Most 
noteworthy is Rasmus Nielsen who wrote twice for Faedrelandet. The first of his 
articles appeared on January 10th and it concurs entirely with Kierkegaard's 
later assertion that "the point at issue" revolves around fiiartensen 1 s application 
of the term witness to the truth.132 He traces the history of Kierkegaard 1 s 
relationship to IVwnster through the successive publications after 1 848 and 
(". ~ -
-~- the l1istory of his demand for the admissiono Nilesen is convinced in his own 
mind that Kierkegaard 1 s recent protest amounts to 11 a good work!' and he concludes 
by challen;·,ing L~artensen to make the admission 10 not for 1;j_erkego/3.rd 0 s salre, nor 
mine, but for the sake of the Church" o Then, just six days later he reiterated 
his challen§e in a much shorter and more incisive article = also in E~edrela,nd~~o13~ 
Of all the contributions so far made to the dcba te, certainly Nielsen shorJ·s a 
gr'eater readiness to take the "Attack' in the context of Kierkeg&.<..rd 1 s nhole 
authorship, and demonstrates an unusually good understanding of Kierkega.arct 0 s 
intentions over the yearso 
The independent periodical ].:_olkebl.acV:t'!: provided I\ierkegaard ruth another 
supporter at this timeo Th.i.s nas one of the first of many contributions which 
Ylere inspired rather more from political than religious motiveso 'l'he writer 
dwells at length upon iJynster as a conservative ruler of the state Church and 
this really reflects his chief concerno ·lihilst Kierkegaard pursued Christian 
truth, this anonymous journalist took more delight in discomfiting the clergy 
whom he so obviouszy d.islikeso134 E'ar different are two contributions to 
It v;ill be recalled how the pseudonyms 11 A11 and "B" attacked 
Kierkega.ard very earzy on in the debate whilst "C" made a move in his directiono 
Now a writer using the pseudonym "=g' attempts to clarify the issues in 
the broadening debate by insisting that one be not 11 for or ag;9.inst Kierke ga.ard" 
but "for or against Jl:!artensen11 o135 The question is, should Martensen 
from the pulpit judge iV:yns ter? To do so is only to show how great a sinner 
Mynster was, because the standard from the pulpit is the Ideal. The writer 
also agrees with Kierkegaard that W~nster has lessened the New Testament demands; 
but he does take exception to Kierkegaard 1 s insinuation that, in his address, 
~tensen reminded himself of the vacant bishoprico In such objection to 
Kierkegaard 1 s presentation of the case at certain points, "~=g' is joined 
by another anonymous contributor to Dagblad~ the following dayo136 
Obviously with the views of his opponents in mind, Kierkegaard seeks to 
rectify the "confusion" caused by the enumeration of i'.-Iynster 1 s distinctive 
characteristics a Those things which made Ivlynster into a distinguished and 
extraordinary leader do not make him alro a witness to the truth. On such 
criteria 11 even the blindest can see, every priest in the land is a witness to 
the truth" o 137 Kie::-kegaard goes on to argue Hi th passion and at some length 
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that the important criterion is not \1hether one 11 offends against civil justice" o 
Hather~ the standard is set by the New Testament and Jesus Christ~ 11 the poor~ 
hum ilia ted man, mocked and spat upon" • Against such a standard "it is seen 
on1y too easily that the official preaching of C:h.ristiani ty ~ can on1y be 
defendecl (if it can be) in the 11ay I one time indicated by t.he pseudonym 
Kierkego.ard goes on~ "rrith respect to this, hor1ever, it is 
to be noted, that the Established Church has .b;i.thertQ let nothing be heard from 
it11 (my emphasis) o Emphasis is laid on the word 11 hitherto" because here 
Kierkegaard seems to be supporting the challenge recently issued to Lartensen 
by Nielsen. Kierkegaard is still hopeful that the admission might be made, 
although his subsequent attack on thepriests in this article shows him to be 
not very optimistic. \vhatever may have been the case up until now 11 the 
Established Church can no lon§er be regarded as an extreme instance of leniency 
which nevertheless is related to the Christianity of the Nen Testament, but 
it is openly an apostasy from the Christianity of the New Testament" e Thus 
Kierkegaard shows that, whilst in theory he remains faithful to the 11 admission11 
strategy, he is so pessimistic as to be no longer restrained from a direct 
attack upon the Established Church and its priests. In the second half of 
the article Kierkegaard lays renewed stress upon the fact that the repr-esen-
tation of r.iynster as a witness to the truth came "from the pulpit", and was 
1.38 therefore made "before God". 'l'hus he takes up and expands the point 
especially emphasised by 11 ==g' in Dagbladet. I1Iartensen is guilty of something 
far worse than a simple misuse of words. Because he spoke this from the 
pulpit and in God's presence (a presence invoked by the prayer before the 
sermon) Martensen is guilty of 11 making a fool of God". 
Vlhen compared with the previous three articles, this one clearly marks 
a new stage in Kierkegaard 1 s campaign. This is more violent in its spirit 
and expression than anything hitherto. As the title suggests, the point at 
issue with h!artensen is now deemed to be 11 conclusive11 in its judgement upon 
the Ji.:stablished Church which hitherto, according to Christian considerations, 
could only be described as 11 dubious" o Kierkegaard implicitly rebuked Nielsen 
for describing the scandal aroused by the case as "unfortunate". 139 ·:lhat 
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Ki.erker;aard has to say is indeed 11 outragcous11 ; 1 40 a..nd this nust be so because 
of the scandal done to Christianity by I·.;artcusen. :~ow 11 the blood must be 
stirred, passions set in motionn. 
'l'he break r1ith previous stratc& is demonstrated furtl:er in t!1e article 
entitled 1~Tno ncn \"Ji tnesses to the 1'ruth0 and a~ so puoJ.:ishe<i on January 29th. 
'::hereas : .. ynster waD :inclined to 11 yield shremUy11 ancl d;.sf'l.13Yed teY1Clencics vihich 
could give Kierkega!c'.rd some optimism about the chances of e;e'cting the 
admission,1 41 r~Iartensen is inclined 11 to brave it out11 • 142 In the light of this 
"diversity of gifts11 , Ilierkegaard suggests that it is the thought of divine 
governance 11 that the Establishment should survive as long as the old man lived, 
who was gifted to that effect, and that after his death the Establishment shall 
fall, and to that effect we have Bishop Martensen in the episcopal chair, 
a man who is gifted precisely in that direction". In other words; i'lhatever 
gr-ounds there may have been for justifying the Established Church, these have 
gone vlith the passing of liiynster and the succession of rr.artensen. Indeed, 
Kierkegaard appears to look upon the demise of the Established Church as 
inevitable under Martensen's leadership,although he is prepared to play a part -
albeit a subordinate one - to bring this about. So Kierkegaard arives at an 
entirely negative position with regard to the place of Christendom in 
Christianity. ]'rom now on, it is not simply a question of the relationship 
between Mynster and the witness to the truth. Now Kierkegaard. asks "is there 
the least resemblance between these priests, deans, bishops and what Christ 
calls 'witnesses'?" •143 Instead of demanding the admission, Kierkeg~~rd is 
more anxious that 11 the sign should be taken down". 
Now there followed a gp.p of nearly two months before Kierkegaard al:Jl,in 
wrote for Faedrelandet. During this time articles continued to appear in the 
Copenhag;en and prov-lncial press but rather less frequently than hitherto:; 
and containing fev1 original ideas. 144 Thus Kierkegaard was under no severe 
provocation to reply. But this alone does not explain this comparatively long 
period of silence. Villads Christensen suggests that Kierkegaard was waiting 
for r.iartensen to pronounce the admission nhich Mynster has failed to provide.145 
.3U7 
ln the light of I·Jiclscn ° s challenGG, and t.i1e hints t:i..ven by Kier:tego.ara.. in 
referred to Kierkegaard 1 s pessimism about the likelihood of ever receiving such 
an o..cJJnission from ;.;artcnsen - cex-tE.:i.nly his expecta-ncy 1.-;as not suf:Licicnt to 
restrain him from publishing for a perioa as long as trJO monthso Perhaps ·;·Je 
need to look fox-: an explanation in the opposite directiono 'rhe eviaencc of 
the Journals p9int to the fact that, early in 1855 ~ Kierkegaara. 1-ras thinking 
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seriously about 11 causing a catastrophe11 • So he writesg 
11 It is certain that ·what has occupied me in recent times is whether 
God wishes me to stake everything on bringing about a catastrophe = on 
getting arrested, condemned, and if possible executedo 
11 If I am to bring about a catastrophe, I had thought of givine; the 
1 alarm 1 , quite unexpectedly after the most complete silence, that public 
services are a. mockery of God, that to take part in them is a crime o 
"But before I nas entirely clear about this, I did something elseg 
J. published the article on [•,;ynster against Iiiartensen. This in itself 
was a i?eakening of the impetus to catastrophe ••• 11 
The weakening lies in the fact that this article made the catastrophe pred-
ictable. But in the realm of the spirit a catastrophe can only be brought 
about v1hen "tl1e connecting links" are omitted and a consequence is drawn nithout 
showing first that of which it is the consequence. This is what happens when 
genius comes in conflict with the world. D"hen a man consciously chooses to 
bring about such a catastrophe, i.e. volunteers to sacrifice himself, then in 
this consciousness lies a tru~ Christian element. At this thought, 
Kierkegaard is reminded of the problem as to whether a man is justified in doing 
this g "is it not harshness to the others?" However, he is of the opinion 
that the "lack of character, of sophistry, the chatter of reflection" can 
only be annulled by a catastrophe. Yet to do what is necessary to produce a 
catastrophe, ioe. to begin with the conclusion, omitting the premises, and also 
to tive en explanation that this is what one is doing is ultimately to prevent 
catastrophe. The article against Martensen had precisely this effect. So 
K.ierkegaara. concludes that: "To bring about a catastrophe I must do thine;s 
quite differently from how I have understood them hitherto". Basical~ the 
establishment must be forced into the position of having "to use the means in 
its possession to defend itself:1 o This will be achieved by the charge being 
macle G.[)3.inst the establishment 11 that the nhole thing is a lie, that the nor ship 
of G-od is a mockery of God, and that to join in it is a crimeo 
So~ rather than anticipate the admission, Iderlrego.ard. strives for the 
opposite reaction. The Church must be startled out of its silence into acts 
of self=defence. Thus the catastrophe nill be causcdo In the lig.r.'!t of such 
a strategy, the two months silence t-1ould appear to serve a tv10-fold flmctiono 
1) It gives Martensen some time in vvhich to break his silence and clash with 
ICier ke gaard o Or, and this is where Kierkegaard has it both ways, if i;iartensen 
keeps silent for such a long time this nould be a tacit admission that the 
Establis.hment has no case against Kierlregaard and would thus be self=incriminatineo 
Because Kierkegaard has given up on the admission~147 i"Jhether he speaks or 
whether he remains silent, Iviartensen stands condemned. 
2) J!:arlier I\ierkegaard has seen the value of sounding the alarm 11 quite 
unexpectedly after the most complete silence". Although the initial articles 
had stifled any chance of creating a total surprise, after the hectic activity 
of late December and January, a period of silence might yet prove of value. 
So on March 20th Kierlregaard published an article in Faedrelandet 
entitled 11 \lith regard to Bishop f1lynster 1 s death". This was in fact written 
just over one year earlier and Kierlregaard makes a point of drawing our 
attention to this fact. 4 48 It seems that Kicrlregaard wants to re-create the 
situation prior to December 1854 vrhen the chance existed for a real catastrophe 
to be caused by a direct assault on the late Bishop. In fact, March 1 854 saw 
Kierkegaard make drafts for a number of articles on i';~ynster and the contemporary 
Church situationo149 It seems likely that he was then seriously contemplating 
opening the assault. On the following day he issued the charge which he had 
already declar.ed necessary for forcing the Church to defend itself o The sub-
stance is contained in the title: "Is this Christian worship, or is it 
treating God as a fool?" o 150 'l'his is the question which must be asked when 
one makes out that nothing is the matter "whereas as a matter of fact 
everything is changed" o 'l'he teacher (priest) takes an oath upon the New 
Testament and yet is only 11 the trivial contrary11 to a disciple of ,Jesus 
Christo The doctrine which is preached as God 1 s l70rcl "'is different from 
God's ~ord for the fact that it is not the same~ nor the opposite, but 
neither one thing nor the other, ;-vhich is preciscJ.y t'jJ:<.a"'c is most contrary 
to Christianity and to God 0 s \Sord11 • :B'urthermore ~ 01 the situation in vrhich 
ue speak • o o no more resewbles that in the Nen 'l.'estament than the boure,Bois 
parlour or the child 0 s playroom resembles the most frightful conflict ne are 
confronted with in the most appalling reality, or resembles it even less, 
in so far as people spiritlessly pretend that the tv10 situations resemble 
one another11 o Kierkegaard supplements these chart,Bs with short explanations 
of what he means by saying that the priest is the trivial contrary of a true 
disciple and how· he sees the present situation in the light of the Nen 
'.l.'estament. 1 51 Here are enunciated themes destined to be repeated many 
times in the subsequent issues of Faedrelandet and ~eblikk~to Emphasis 
is laid U)JOn the civil rank and status of the priest and upon his making of 
a living for himself and his family by preaching Christ crucified and the need 
for Christ to be imitatedo Kierkegaard notes how the priests go about in 
long robes in spite of Christ's v1arning to beware of such people. Uith regard 
to the '~situation", Kierkegaard ridicules the fact that, v1here all are 
Christians, Christianity became the means of attaining 1~v1orldly goods, comforts, 
profit, etco etco 11 But, according to the New Testament, faith is not possible 
"without coming into a relationship with the surrounding world which perhaps 
involves mortal danger." 
'rhis article is datelined Ascension Day 1 854-o Having this diagnosed 
the sickness, Kierkegaard next issued an article dated Ii;onday in \Thits).ID week 
1 854. and headed~ 152 "What must be done - whether by me or by another" o Here 
Kierkegaard declares that the time has come to do away with "optical illusions": 
11 0ut with the truth~ Out with the declaration that we no longer 
are capable of being Christians in the New Testament sense~ ••o an end 
must be put to the official ~ well~eaning ~ falsehood" o 153 
Although at the time these nords were written Kierkegaard may have been 
genuinely doubtful about whether he was the one to bring about the desired 
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end, by the time it nas published on r.~arch 22nd 1 855 he had few doubts about 
r.ds roleo 
ciith its passing reference to 11 the impudent fudge about Christianity 
beint; perfectible" 154 Kierkega.ard clearly he.d Lartensen in 1liind uhen nriting 
this latter pieceo Just four days later he published an expanded critique 
of 11 The Religious situation11 and addressed it explicitly to Bisho:p l.lartensen = 
at least, in the draft versiono 155 It is clear that when Kierkegaard 
drafted this article (in January 1855) he Has still thinking in terms of 
hlartensen choosing to 11 honestly and honourably make an admission as to how we 
are related to the Christianity of the New Testament; or to perform artful 
tricks to conceal the true situation, tricks to conjure up the vain semblance 
that Christianity is the prevailing religion in the land11 •156 Indeed, in 
a proposed postscript Kierlre gaard demands that I.iartensen should declare his 
agreement or disagreement with his analysis of the country's religious 
situation within eight days through the columns of Berlingske Tidendeo157 Now, 
at the time of publication just two months later, Kierkegaard c~s to make 
no mention of Bishop ~1iartensen by name. Rather, this article is issued as 
part of his more generalised attack on the official Christianity, it is part 
of his advance toward a catastrophe. 
This strategy reaches a climax on March 28th with Kierkegaard' s declaraation 
that there is but one thesis: "The Christianity of the New 'l'estament simply 
does not exist" •158 In this article Kierkegaard describes himself as 11 ah 
accomplished detective talent" and infers his intention to practice his art of 
"throwing light upon (the) Christian criminal offence" so long as it is made 
clear that 11 nothing is the rna tter, as if everything is all right, and what we 
call 'Christianity' is the Christianity of the New 'l'estament, or we perform 
artful tricks to conceal the difference, tricks to support the appearance that 
this is the Christianity of the New Testament". In other words, Kierkegaard 
intends to keep tightening the thumbscrews so long as there is no break in 
the official silence. 
So just two days later Kierkegaard published perhaps his most aggressive 
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article to dateo159 ;,\part fX'Or.l another reference to the doctrine of perfect~· 
ibility ·- v1hich may imply an attack on !.:a~tensen this is a generalised assault 
on Protestantism and the p.ciests o:f Christendom. As if to underline the 
jncreased novcrity of this article, E:icrkegaard. prefaces it r!i th the cor.::.:cnt~ 
11 Before a man can be made use of as I am here ll governance must coerce him 
dreadfully = this too is the case vd. th me" • In other vJorcls , by his action 
Kierkegaard is sacrificing himself to the control of 11 governance11 ~ he is 
11 salt, rJilling to be sacrificed1a o In a foot note Kierke c;a.ard reiterates the 
pr-inciple 11 the fewer the better" and is prepared to see counteraction to the 
evils of number and extension in terms of just 11 a single person11 representing 
Christian intensiono The pending catastrophe may force Kierkegaard into just 
such a roleo 
Fev1 of the themes in this article are newo It begins with the charge 
that Protestantism has erred in regarding itself as a principle rather tha..r1 as 
a corrective remedy o Not that Catholicism provides the ans~er, for it, too, 
suffers from the er:rocs associated with 11 Church" and 11 Christendom". Kierkegaard 
shoVJs a preference for issuing his attack in terms of 11 Christendom,. rather 
than 11 Church" because his main concern is with the prevailing obsessions with 
large numbers and numerical agglomerations such as nations and Kingdoms. One 
Christian can make a Cht~ch. Christendom is essentially to be defined in 
terms of numbers = large numbers - and therein lies the seed of an erroneous 
watering down of subjective and intensive Christian truth. Kierkegaard points 
to Derunark as the most perfect and complete example of such a move away from 
the New Testament: 
11 \Jhen one sees what it is to be a Christian in Denmark, how could it 
occur to anyone that this is what Jesus Christ talks about: cross and 
agony and suffering, crucifying the flesh, suffering for the doctrLr1e, 
being salt, being sacrificed, etc? No, in Protestantism, especially in 
Denmark, Christianity marches to a different melody, to the tune of 
'Merrily we roll along, roll along, roll along' - Christianity is 
enjoyment of life, tranquilised, as neither the Jew nor pagan was, by 
the assurance that the thing about eternity is settled, settled precisely 
in order that we might find pleasure in enjoying this life, as well as 
any pagan or Jew" • 1 60 
The real novelty of this article lies in the bitterness of the irony and 
wito :ile concludes a pe.rat,r-aph on the ll silk and velvet priests10 with the 
comment thatg 
11 ~ven the most abandoned scum of huuani t-y have, after all, this 
aclvan-~ag;, that their crimes are not extolled a.i1d honoured, almost 
norshippccl and e.dorcd, e.s Christiun virtweslD. 1 6] 
1'hez1 torJards the end he expresses surprise that Judas, a Jew, 
11 had so little unJ.erstandinr; of money that for jO pieces of silver 
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he was ready to dispose of such a prodigious money value as Jesus Christ 
represented, the gr-eatest source of revenue ever encountered in the r1orld, 
on which a million quadrillions have been realised, to dispose of it for 
thirty pieces of silver~ But YJe are going forward, the r:orld is perfec~ 
tible; Judas after all expresses something less than perfectg first 
because he took only thrity pieces of silver, next because he did not have 
himself honoured and praised, almost worshipped and adored, as a true 
adherent of Christ11 • 
Such expressions leave us in no doubt that Kierkegaard was intent upon causing 
a scandal and thus forcing the establishment to make some kind of response. 
In the following article Kierket;aard 1 s tone is a little more restrained but 
the enunciation of his purpose is correspondingly more explicit. In answer 
to the rhetorical questiong "Yfuat do I want11 he declares that he simply 
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wants honestyo It is not his intention, as iliilesen had claimed, to 
present the severity of Christianity as opposed to a lenient perspectiveo 
The severity is there in the New Testament for all to see. Likewise the lenient 
vievl, as embodied in Christendom, is there for all to see. Now the chief 
requirement is for honesty. The softening dovm of Christianity is only 
possible by appeal to Grace, but such an appeal is impossible when one refuses 
to admit just how large is one 1 s debt to Grace. The fact that the establish-
ment has refused to display such honesty, or to be influences in that direction 
by Kierkegaard, does not mean that he has resorted to a simple display of 
severity: t~No, I am and remain quite simply a human honesty". He is prepared 
to accept rebellion against God so long as this arises out of an honest 
confrontation with Christianity. But he will have nothing to do with official 
Christianity 11 which by suppression and by artifice gives the impression of being 
the Christianity of the New Testament". So Kierkegaard thanks God that he did 
not go so far as to be ordained into the established Church. Furthermore~ 
11 if' official Christianity in this country takes occasion from what is said here 
to employ poner against me~ I am ree,dy; for I r1ant honesty) o Again we see 
1\:i.erkegaard looking for some kind of response from the establishment~ and he 
is prepared for this to take an aggressive form. 
Betneen January and rllarch the flow of articles in ne·,~ spapers and periodicals 
hacl slowed to a "trickle. 
feeling that the 'htLtness for the truth" argument was nor; dea(l ih Denmark.1 6.3 
However, this proved to be not the case and an article in Faedr_e_lande~ early 
in April provoked Kierkegaard into making an immediate response. Indeed, he 
v~rote tvJo articles ni th direct reference to this contribution and published 
them both in the course of the next week. The article was signed "N = rr1 
and Kierkegaard makes a point of emphasising its anonymity. Almost certainly 
"N ~ n" was a pseudonym for H. N. Clausen and this would explain Kierkegaard' s 
especial interest in it. After all, Clausen was a most influential figure in 
Church and State and his entry into the debate did represent some kind of 
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response from high places. Two things especially caught Kierkegaard' s 
attention in this article. First of all the writer urges Ilier ke gaard to 
produce a handbook of New Test~nent teaching such as that vvritten by 
. 165 Mynster. Kierkegaard rejects such a proposal on the gr-ounds that it 
ld d . t t h" f h' . t l 166 -r· k d' t . wou 1s rae 1m rom 1s ma1n as c. h.ler egaar s con emporar1es 
are in no need of fUrther elucidation of his position than that provided 
by Postscript, Sickness unto Death and especially 1taining in Christianity. 
Thus Kierkegaard underlines the point that the two poles of New Testament and 
established Christianity have already been made clear enough. The 11 intro~ 
due tory lmowledge11 desirable for "the instant" has been provided, now the demand 
of "the instant" must be met ~ the demand for honesty. No more time need be 
wasted presenting the case = now there must be a response. 
fire 
"N - n11 had further proposed that Kierkegaard should 11 stop ringing the 
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alarm" , and this moved him to make an interesting policy statement. 
Clausen 1 s view is that the time has come for the alarm to stop s-ounding and to 
get on with doing something about the fire. Kierkegaard should now "do 
something more" o Kierkegaard replies that there can be no question of leaving 
3Y4 
.... f . . t""" 1 h . 1 th f . .)_ . t b i 6 8 -- h o:c r~•-nt;:L116 ·r!SJ a arm 1;; :•_o . e 1.:r·c con~..:tnucs o UZ"i'lo llo•.Jcver, e says 
that, strictly speaking, he is not the one ringine; the bello 1tather, he is 
the one starting the fire and it is Christendom he is setting ablazeo This he 
d.oes by posing the burnine; issueg that of.i'icial Christianity is not tr,e 
Clll~istianity of the l'Te•;J Testamento Thus ~;d.erkegacrd makes it clear that his 
is a destructive attacko It is the illusions nhich have to §,;o - the illusions 
fostered by 1 ,000 priests who may be capable, respectable and even estimable 
men, but whose 11 Christianity11 is their means of livelihoodo l'd.crkegaard implies 
that, without the priests fostering such illusions 11 evarybody must be able to 
see that official Christianity is not the Christianity of the New Testament11 o 
There can be no doubt that this represents an at·::empt to undermine the 
position of the priests and to destroy themo 1'hey stand in the way of an 
honest appraisal of Christendom vis a vis the Christianizy of the NeY!f Testamento 
In the light of these comments, the severity of 'rhe Instant can come as no 
surprise, and it is significant that in these two articles Kierlregaard makes 
his first references to the concept of 11 the instant11 since he launched the 
11 Attacl~' o 
Also on April 11th, Kierkegaard published a short, and relatively 
insie;nificant article on the absurdity of appealing to a royal commission in 
t f I Chr. t. . t 1 69 The aft f . t t suppor o · one s 1.s 1.am yo n, er a pause o JUS over ·vro 
weeks, Kierkegaard issued a highly satirical reply to an article by Dean Jo 
Victor Blocho 1 70 In this, and subsequent articles, Bloch's main preoccupation 
is vd th the indestructibilit-y of the Church and it is at this point he takes 
issue with 1\ierkegaardo Bloch does not share Clausen's view that Nev-T 
'restament study nill correct 1\ierkee;aard 1 s distortionso !.1ather, the Church must 
take a stand and this shouild. take the form of excluding Kierkegaard f'rom the 
Church if he does not modify his positiono Kierkef:,aard greets this suggestion 
with a brilliant display of cynical wito Of some significance is Kierkegaard v s 
reminder to his readers that it has for some time been his custom not to attend 
Church, thus rendering the proposed punishment ineffective - 11 the infliction 
of this punishment will not cause even the very least change in my customary 
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r,1ode of life upon nhich :i set such wcat six>re11 o 1 7~ 
Kierkec;aard feels that he could rJell conclude his response with such 
thoughts but yet adds a postscripto His reason for adding these rather more 
serious thoup)lts is linked to the fact that Dloch nas not only a Church 
dir;nita.ry » but had aJ.so •~ cut such a great figure (perhaps 11ith the feeling 
tb::1t he too is representative of the rJhole order)" o 1 72 In other no:cds, 
Kier ke e;aard continues to be cons is tent in chos sing to res pond \'lith some 
seriousness to those who write v;ith some kind of representative authority o. 
Iuerkegaard speaks of the Christian preachers who are royally authorised in 
terms of self~contradictiong 
"By ordination the priest is properly related to a kingdom nhich 
is not of this vJorld, but having also royal authorisation - ah, this 
'also' is it not an exceedingly questionable r1ord, or do aJ.so and 
either/or perhaps come to the same thing?" o 
By putting the matter thus, Kierkegaard locates the issues of the final 
attack in the precise area of philosophical debate so characteristic of his 
earlier worko .As nith his discussion of incarnational theology, so here also 
it is the principle of contradiction \vhich is at stakeo 
1
.iith regard to Bloch's emphasis on the indestructability of the Church 
(madeex:plicit by the title of his collection of articles 11 God's Church is 
built for eternity") Kierkega.ard quotes the textg 11 \Then the Son of Man cometh, 
shall he find faith on the earth?" According to Kierkegaard 1 s reading of 
this text, Christ implies that apostasy from Cbr istiani ty VJill be due to 
11 craftiness and knavery" o He does not ask whether any Christians will be 
found, but whether faith will be foundo The world may be made up of 
Christians to a man, but New Testament Christianity has no place and no 
adherentso Rather, the general endorsement of established Christianity is 
seen as a way of securing oneself against New Testament Cbristianityo So 
once again we see Kierkegaard positing the priests of the established Church 
as dant;erous impediments to the cause of Christian truth with the implication 
that they, or at least their indulgence, must be removedo ICier ke gaard 
concludes by warning his readers that they must ultimately be held responsible 
if they believe the priest "too light~mindedly' o 1 73 Thus a nedge is firmly 
driven betv1een the priest and those to nhoJl l1B ministers or to •:1hom he 
preaches a 
In the light of the many articles to nhich He have referred~ !'lOst of them 
-r1ri ttcn by priests~ Kierlre gaard 0 s next publico..tion may seem somevrhat surprisingo 1 7l+ 
He says that~ having maintained 11 a lively fire against the official Christianity, 
and thereby against the:; clergy in the land" , he has no reply from the priests 
other than their prGservation of 11 a significant s:Llence" o 11e have already 
dealt Yrith the moot points pertaining to the extent of the debate Kierketaard 
provoked~ and it is clear that many priests did express their opinion in response 
to his challengeo In view of this is must be that Kierkegaard 1 s real point 
is the sifJlificance of their very small response relative to their supposed 
station as YJitnesses to the truth. His nas a challenge which could not 
possibly be ignored: 
"Ass wning that wh-'1 t I say is true = if the clergy had been wi tne sse s 
to the truth, they would not have kept silent but declared themselves for 
the truth. Asswning that what I sa:y is false - if the clergy had been 
witnesses to the truth, they nould not have kept silent but declared 
themselves against this falsehood." 175 
lie have already suggested that Kierkegaard had given up hoping for the admission; 
and the appearance of the second edition of Training in Christianity minus 
the pseudonymity, the thrice repeated Preface and the Moral served to underline 
this fact. 176 So, of the possible responses the priests could make, he only 
expected them to declare against his falsehoocls. Furthermore, as ui tnesses 
to the truth, such a delcaration vrould have to be made as decisively and as 
vociferously as possible. From this point of view, even the fifty contri= 
butions already made in the Copenhagen press are insignificant. HoVlever, 
whilst Kierkegaard 1 s inference that the clergy have tended to ignore his 
challen8'8 because they were fearful of losing material comforts may be 
justified, his charges against their silences are certainly overstated. 
In a postscript Kierkegaard explains his use of a widely circulated 
political journal for his attack. 1 77 1'he very provision of such an explan-
ation shows that Kierkegaard VIas conscious of beint; open to the charge of 
gutter-press journalism. But it also shows that he recognised some justification 
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for the jibes c.c:ainst the }?rolixity of' his literatl:..l'eo J:r.CJ.ed., the Ci.:caft notes 
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to this pos·~script make e~~licit reference to 11 larb'B boolr.s read by nobody11 o 1 
Significantly he omits reference to the lenc;th of his bool::s in the published 
erticlc ~ but still he clearJ.y felt the need to e::p:coss hinu:;elf' ni th increased 
succinctness and brevityo Du.t ti::te most jmpo:ctant thint; is that no··one should 
be al)O'iJeCl. to e:~cuse their unresponsiveness to ~8.erke~::,.:;:.aro. 1 s chaJ.lent,G on the 
gr-m.mds that they had not read nhat he had to sayo 'l'l'e very effectiveness 
of the attack depended upon everyone understandine; and f£.cir.g the issues for 
themselves o The need to put the later polemical articles into the context 
of the whole authorship nas made more urgent by the comments of Dro l!'oLoBo 
Zeutheno 1 79 To be precise, Kierkegaard nas not moved to reply so much by 
Z:euthen himself Che describes him as "insignificant") as by the fact that an 
anyonyrnous r1riter in Kjpbenhayn~o~ten pointed to his contribution as a rebuttal 
of Kierkegaard's charges of clerical silenceo18° Kierkegaard feels that 
Zeuthen's defence of the Established Church is totally irrelevant because it 
is the one already offered in Postscr.W and other ,workso Once again 
Kierkegaard made it clear that his "Attaclt' must be seen as the final stage of 
a series of stages represented in the narks already publishedo Kierke~ard 
reiterates this point in response to the suggestion made by the v1riter in 
Kj¢}?enhavns;Qosten that he should have issued replies to Zeuthen's criticisms: 
"I am not a completely unlmown person who writes a ner1spaper article 
and then ought to submit to the necessity of discussing things on per-
fectly equal terms with every chap ,-,ho v1ri teso No, the question here 
is about a matter which in one sense was finished in a v1hole literature 
of important works, to which works of mine I refer those who really are 
interestedo It was for religious reasons I decided to use a 11idely 
circulated political journal ~ to make people take notice" o 1 8t 
The careful subtleties of the pseudonymous and edifying authorship had failed 
to elicit the desired response and so ~edre~andet is pressed into service as 
the means of access to a r1ider public and using the language acceptable to 
that audienceo Thus the stage is set for 1~ Instanto 
But the first break with Faedrelandet is represented by the publication 
of an article:~ the main part of which dated from December 1 854o To the initial 
challenge Kierkegaard added a fe·w supplementary paragraphs and published it on 
L:ay ·1 6th, along ..-1i th an accompanying sheut cnti tled 11 'l'he midnight cryi0 , and 
da tint; from mid,-:hprilo 
It contains the a<ivice to the Church-going public of Denmark 
,-,hich IG.erkega.ard. must have believed most likely to "'raise a cry'1 against him = 
the advice to cease taking part in the public vmrship of God so that they wight 
have 11 one guilt tr.e less11 • Certainly ICicrkegaard 1 s remarLs about ; .. ynster had. 
provoked a considerable amount of indignation, but nothing so gceat as that 
aroused by this injunction against Church=going. Even those who have wanted 
to take ID.erkegaard 1 s side have found this article diff'icult to defend. '1'his 
is main~ because support for KierY~gaard's attack has been based on a desire 
to be associated v<ith his role as a corrective. So long as he appeared to 
be presenting a challen~ to the excesses of Christendom so that the established 
house might put itself in order then he could be applauded. But here in this 
pamphlet he offers prescriptive advice. In spite of his emphatic assurances 
that he 11 obliges no one to act accordingly" and that it is for the individual 
reader to act upon his ovm responsibility before God in response to that v1hich 
"has to be saida, still he gives every semblance of recommending abstinence 
from public worship. 'Je may take it that his delay in publishing this 
article is related to its dr~natic content. This adventure into a new realm 
of negative aggression could only be justified when all other attempts to 
elicit a definite response - either for him or ~gainst him - had been unsuccessful. 
As far as ICierkegaard was concerned, the Church had done nothing but maintain 
a dangerous silence~ 11 but at mignight there is a cry11 Q 183 
Already in his Journal Kierkegaard had located 11 the Cry11 in his scheme 
to vtork catastrophical~ •1 84 The article This has to be said was originally 
intended as the opening volley in the attack following the long silence after 
r.r,ynster v s death. 1 85 But he remained undecided about this and eventual~ 
published Was Bishop l'.!ynster a "witness to the truth"? instead. Even in 
Kierkegaard 1 s own eyes this represented a weakening of the catastrophic effect. 
J!'or him, the injunction against participation in public \'lOr ship was far more 
provocative than a personal assault on I:1ynster and Hartensen. Nov1 the time 
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had come to take th.is <iecisive step. i(:icrkegaard must put himself in the way 
of arrest and triaL Up until noi7 he rnay have offended aE.,ainst good taste 
but he had done nothing illegaL 'l'o incite the faithful a·:ray from '\JOrship.~~ 
h.ov1ever, that ilas different. Eo·a he hacl acted O.ecisively, and in spite of 
certain misgivings about 11 nhether I am up to going to prison, to beinc 
executed" he had put his fate into the hands of God. But still he consciously 
11eakened the catastrophe by publishing the accompanying sheet. 'l'he 11eakening 
as indicated earlier, lay in the fact that ICierkegaard thus predicted the 
catastrophe. In this sheet Kierkegaard stresses that, for the first time 
his purpose v1ill be delcared: 
11
'1'he question about what Christianity is, and therewith in turn the 
question about the State Church ••• shall be brought to tte most definite 
decision o. o shall be pressed to the last conclusion11 • 
The rest leaves no doubt that this 11 last conclusion'' will take the forrr. of 
direct action against lCierkegaard by the civil and/or ecclesiastical authorities. 
He takes note of the fact that the Prime l:iinister had said that if Kierkegaard 
Viere arrested he vJOuld at once release such an illustrious man, and remarks 
that it 11 nould after all be a very gracious punishment to be let off ni th the 
obligation to support the actual garrison of priests v-1e now have". 1 86 Kierkegaard 
reckons with only two possible reactions to his latest outburst - either he 
will be arrested and tried by the State, or he will be physically attacked by 
the 1 ,000 priests and their families. Even allowing for Kierkegaard 1 s 
characteristic leanings towards sarcasm and exaggeration, it is clear that 
for him the conflict marking 11 the instant" is impending. So the time is ripe 
for The Instant to be launched. 
However, l•'aedrelandet was to carry one more article before Kierkegaard 
began publishing his independent journal. This one appeared on Saturday, May 
26th and bore the prolix title: "That Bishop Llartensen's silence is,Christianly, 
( 1) unjustifiable, ( 2) comical, (3) dumb-clever, (4) in more than one respect 
contemptible". 1 87 Thi.s article makes it emphatically clear that, for 
Kierkegaard, the objective of eliciting some kind of definite reaction from 
the leader of the State Church was primary during the last few months .. In the 
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face of Kierkegaard 1 s challenge to the very principle of established Ght"istianity~ 
hiartensen' s silence r1as unjustifiable a As far as i:.i.erkegaard \las concerned, 
nhether he had been impertinent to a cleceascd persona -.Jllen XCierkcgaarc1 1 s attack 
v1as expanded to include the priests in general~ and had less to do nith ::ynster 
in particular~ then Lia.rtensen kept silent a 'l'his sllence hau been maintained 
even in the face of Nicl sen 1 s challenge to I.ie.rtensen that he should admit 
the validity of Kierkegaard's vien of Christianity as a breach with the norld.a188 
Such silence serves only to make the point that I\1artensen feels himself to be 
"in a fix11 o Kierke gaard goes on to recall I.lartensen' s history of maintaining 
silence in spite of attacks on his position by the pseudonymso Such silence 
was broken only when he thought that Kierkegaard "had put his foot in it" by 
attacking l.iynster. Kierkega.ard infers that i.;artensen was only prepared to 
climb on to the band wagon of hostile public opiniono In a nay, this inference 
swmna.rises Kierkegaard's opinion of i'1lartensen as a non-original thinker who has 
derived his philosophy from Hegel, his ecclesiastical status from Lynster 
and his attitudes from prevailing public opiniono In short, I~iartenscn is 
deemed nothiilg less than contemptible. 
In a "Postscript", Kierkegaard expresses deep resentment against the 
"higher clergy'' because they have tried by their silence to give 11 the plain 
man11 the idea that what he has to say is unwortey of a reply. Indeed, 
Kierkegaard believes that an article in Dagbladet was v~itten precisely to 
put the idea into the plain man's head that Kierkega.a.rd spoke twaddle. 1 89 
Kierkegaard's anxiety to catch the mood of "the plain man11 has been well 
documented else\-;here ,1 90 and his aggt"essive reaction to such supposed. attempts 
at deception by silence comes as no surprise. Kierkegaard concludes with 
the assurance that he now has no desire to provoke Lla.rtensen to enter into a 
discussion. Rather, he says he is 11 essentially through with Bishop .1\iartensen" a 
He served his purpose by being the occasion for Kierkegaard to 11 ge:t his blow 
in at this thing about '·w·itnesses to the truth 111 o rurthermore, the objective 
of getting lilartensen to speak just the once and then to keep silent had been 
obta:i.ned ~ '1 .1hen one knows vrhat his speech signifies~ one lmmvs also what 
his silence signifies" o 
~-'hus, appropri11tely enough~ Kierkegaard concluded his ;s_a~eCIJ'~e~l.@clet 
articles as he began them ., with i1ertenseno I': ow he was ventw:'ing into a nevi 
field of literary activity nhich bas less and loss to do YJith personaJ.itieso 
Any articles t·rhich >wre written after this time directed at specific individuals 
remained unpublishedo :&'or example, he refrained from publishing attacks on 
Dloch, 191 Zeuthen, 1 92 his brother Peter, 1 93 and Birkedal 1 94 and an 
anonymous contributor to _!ynsavi~o195 Just as Kierkegaard vJas 11 through with 
Bishop i1lynster11 , so he Has no longer interested in engaging in a dialogue with 
the other defenders of the Establishmento As Geismar says, the spirit of 
"The Cry" is maintained throughout the ten numbers of .[jeblikket which are 
general attacks on the Churcho 1 96 Hitherto, Kierkegaard had always been 
anxious to keep himself involved Tli th people and to interact with theme 
ff8!3drelanclet had served his purposes nell to this endo It had retained a 
neutral position and had published things against as nell as for Kierkegaardo197 
But now the time had come to sever the link nith this popular political journalo 
~l'he Instant has arrivedo 'l'he significance of this fact Kierkegaard brought 
out in a few paragr-aphs finally planned for lJUblication in 2£j_eblikket No. 10 but 
dated I·;Jay 29th, ioe. soon after the appearance of the first number~ 
11 The Instant is when the man is there, the right man, the man of the 
lnstanto 
11This is a secret which eternally nill remain hidden from all worldly 
shrewdness, from everything ·which is only to a certain degree a 
~~'\Jorldly shrewdness stares and stares at events, at circumstances, it 
reckons and reckons, thinking that it might be able to dis till the Instant 
out of the circumstances, and so become itself a power by tl~ aid of 
the Instant, this breaking through of the eternal, hoping that itself 
might be rejuvenated, as it so greatly needs to be, by means of the new. 
11 But in vain. Shrewdness does not succeed and never will to all 
eternity succeed by means of this surrogate - any more than all the arts 
of cosmetics succeed in producing natural beautyo 
"No only v1hen the man is there, and ·when he ventures as one must 
venture (which is precisely what norldly shrewdness and mediocrity want 
to avoid), then is the Instant - and the circumstances then obey the man 
of the Instant. In case nothing is brought into play but worldly 
shrerlClness and mediocrity, the Instant never comes. Things may go on 
for hundreds of .thousands and millions of years constantly the same = 
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it looks perhaps as if it might now soon come; but so long as there is 
only rJorldly shrev1dness and mediocrity etc o , the Instant comes not, no 
more than does an unfruitful man beget childreno 
11 Dut when the right man comes, yea, then the Instant is there. For 
the Insta.nt is ):lrecisely that nhich does not lie in the circumstg_nces, 
it is tl1e nen tlring, the \JOOf' of eternity ~ but that same scconcl it i.:asters 
the circu~stances to such a degree that (adroitly calculatco. to fool 
\'Jorldly shrewdness and mediocrity) it looks as if the Instant proceeded 
from the circumstances. 
11 There is nothing worldly shrendness so broods over and so :bankers 
after as the Instant. ':Jha t would it not give to be able to calculate 
rightly~ Yet no one is more surely excluded from ever gasping the 
Instant than norldly shreY1dness o l''or the Instant is heaven 1 s gift to ~ 
a pagan would say, to the fortunate and the enter1Eising, but a Christian 
says, to the believer. Yea, this thing which by worldly shrewdness 
is so deeply despised, or at the most dressed up \lith borrowed phrases 
of Sunday solemnity, this thing of believing, that and that only is 
related as possibility to the Instant. Jorldly sl:li'ewdness is eternally 
excluded, despised and abhorred, as things are in heaven, more than all 
vices and crimes, because in its nature it of all things most belongs to 
tlris wretched world, and most of all is remote from having anything to 
do with heaven and the eternal." 198 
'l'hese paragr-aphs serve to underline the point that The Instant was 
something new o Now !ill:. man is venturing forth in a way not dictated by 
circumstances, but vice v.ersao If ]'aedrelandet had involved a subtle combination 
of religion and political aims (i.e. a religious pandering to shrewdness and 
mediocrity) then yfjeblikket was to "introduce the Absolute11 o199 Now there 
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could be no question of presenting Christianity "to a certain degr-ee11 or 
with a sense of detachment (and Kierlregaard makes it clear that he enjoys 
d t h d . t" ) 201 e ac e v1r1 1ng • Now the case must be presented in all its stark 
realityo Only "from time to time" will Kierlregaard malre reference to the 
utterances of "mediocrity'' 202 - ioe. the comments and attacks of his contem-
porarieso On the whole Kierkegaard was now committed to an unqualified 
attack on the establishment and an undiluted statement of the demands of 
Christian discipleshipo 1:le have seen in detail Kierkegaard 1 s concern to 
attack the illusions of Christendom; now he restates his view that this can 
only be done by emphasising the Christian "Either/Or"~ 
"All this thing of 'to a certain degr-ee 9 is theatrical, it gr-asps 20 
an illusion; only either/or is the embrace which grasps the unconditional" o · 
Significantly, Kierkegaard chooses to define this 10 to a certain degr-ee/ 
either - or" dichotomy in terms of the relationship between Church and Stateg 
'
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..::ver-ything which is only to a certain de t;1'ee has not served 
Christianity, but perhaps itself, and can never honestly demand any 
other mdl.r of distinction than at the most (as on a letter to frank 
it) 'In the King's Serviceu; for Yihat is in God's service is either/or11 • 204 
As successive nuinbers of .YJ:_js~lik)~~ were publishccJ_, the eXlJosure ana_ condemnation 
of the false reJa tionship betrreen Kew 'l'este.ment Christianity ~::XKl the established, 
state Church relie:ion of Christendom became for and avmy 1G.erkegaa.rd 1 s 
205 principal concern. 
;.:o st of the i terns from g'jebli~et nere written during the period April = 
July 1 855o Those fe;niliar vrith the Journals of 1 852 = 5 could be in no doubt 
about the fundamental consistency of mood and ideas pervading tl~ private and 
published v~ri tings. HovJever, in themselves the f£jeblil~ articles are 
original with very little material being taken from entries in the diary. 206 
The use of popular idioms and uncomplicated language makes the meaning perfectly 
clear. Furthermore~ Kierkegaard's refusal to enter into any signif'icant 
public debate with contcmporar.y antagonists obviates the need for such historical 
contextualisation as was necessary in our dealings with :J'aedrelandet articles. 
Consequently VJe shall confine our study to two main areas of interest~ 
1) content and style 2) cl~onology 
1) The content and style of ~jeblikketo 
In terms of the development of Kierkegaard 1 s published opinions, there is 
clearly no break between l!'aedrelandet and [.ieblikket. In the pamphlet 
}ily:l.t Christ's jud_gement is about official Christian:jj;_y 207 J.(ierkegaard traces 
the progress of his attack upon Christendom. From being a poet presenting 
ideals, Kierkegaard finally aroused the priests to a response with his article 
against Martensen and l'.lynster. Then the poet "suddenly transformed himselfl' 
and brought out a book which is called ~stament of Our Lord and 
Sa'!iour Jesus Ghrist in order to confront the establishment with even 
loftier ideals. Then came the most damning and incisive accusation so farg 
"It is a crime, a gee at crime, to take part in the public vror ship of God as 
it now is". But still the charges YTere being made only in Kierkegaard 1 s own 
name , and he is still 11 without authority' • Thus l.k-blikke~ becomes the 
inevitable culminating point of the attack, being backoa. by the judgement of 
Christ himself o I feel that the introduction of Christ 1 s judgement at this 
point has a significance difficult to overemphasizeo Once t'.ierlre gaard had 
invo~ced the support of Christ 1 s ovm words, the possibility of compromise 1:as 
goneo The admission ceases to be a +ive optiono Non there is onzy room for 
an all=out attack with no quarter giveno The illusions, the objectivz norms 
of Christendom, are condemned nithout mercyo 
is to be seen almost entirely in terms of this uncompromisingly negative 
perspective. 
The third number is devoted entirely to the incompatibility of Cht~ch 
and State, and the severity of its tone is well indicated by the list of 
contents~ 
1 • State/Christianity 
2e Is the State justified, Christianly, in seducing a part of the youth 
engaged in study? 
3. Is the State justified in recelvlng an oath which not only is not 
kept but in the taking of which is a self-contradiction? 
4~ Is the State justified, Christianly, in misleading the people, or 
in misleading their judgement as to what Christianity is? 
5. Let the State test the reckoning and it will be found that the 
reckoning is radically wrong. 
6. If the State truly would serve Christianity, let it take away the 
1 ,000 livings. 208 
The following para~aph from the opening page of this same number also provides 
a reliable guide to the spirit of f!,jeblikket: 
11 So then the concept 1 Christianity 1 is inversely proportionate 
to number/' State' is directly proportionate; and for all that they have 
made Christianity and State divisible into one another - to the advantage 
of tv1addle and the priests. For to set State and Christianity together 
by the ears in this fashion makes just as gpod sense as to talk of a 
yard of butter, or if possible there is less sense in it, since butter 
and a yard are merely things which have nothing to do with one another, 
whereas State and Christianity are inversely related to or rather from 
one another". 209 
Kierkegaard weighs in repeatedly with the charge that in Christendom 
11 all are Christians" nhich in effect means that Christianity does not exist. 21 0 
Indeed 11 all are priests11 if the current manifestations of priesthood are true. 211 
But~ of com~se, it is precisely I\.ierkegaard's point ti.1at the priests are 
hypocrites to a man, and that "there is not a single one v1ho is not pecu..11iar~ly 
interested in maintaining the illusion11 • 212 'l'his is a lllOst radical general= 
i:.;ation and. Geismnr thinks it equally Cl.oubtful r1hether he really did believe 
this accusation, or whether he half lmen it nent beyond the limit. 213 
CertaLnly th.J.s r:oulo. represent one of tho::;c utterances ~~hlch l-'astor Boesen 
said do not 11 correspond vvith reality but are more severe11 • 214 
Kierkegaard himself 1mts his finger on the reason for this ap1Jeara.ncc 
of extreme exaggeration. Ee has introduced the i·:ew Testament as his most 
important line of defence, but the New 'l'c stament ±melf has ''a difficulty about 
it11 0 215 'rhe problem is that the Nen '.t.'estament not only presents an ideal 
picture of what is right, but also retains an ideal perspective upon vrhat is 
Thus the New 'l'estament does not issue direct blows against the 
prevailing evils of 11 twaddle, trmttle, patter, smallness, mediocrity, playing 
at Christianity". Therefore, in a way, Kierkegaard is using the Nev1 Testament 1 s 
arsenal of weapons against a situation which they are not designed to combat. 
This is merely anothe.r facet of the problem of introducing Christianity into 
Christendom, i.e. into a situation where it is supposed to exist already. 
The admission was demanded so that men might either accept or reject the absolute 
demands of Christianity and thus move away from thell' mediocre middle of the 
road position. Now the admission strategy has been vll'tually abandoned, 
Kierkegaard is vmging a war with weapons whose blows don't touch the enemy in 
question. The result is that those \'Jill only feel under attack v1ho choose 
to feel so, whilst others can choose to ignore him. So much depends upon 
how one has responded to his authorship as a whole. Here lies the root of 
the misunderstanding which has bedevilled the 11 Attac~1 from the beginninge 
Just as vigilant Christians all down the centuries have attacked 11 heresy, 
error and aberration" in order to be rid of these things and to purify the 
faith, so Kierkegaard devotes himself through g'jeh±.ikket to the assault 
and overthrow of the 11 twaddle ••• mediocrity ••• playing at Christianity"~> 
etc. apparent in Christendom. IUcrkegaard 1 s objective is the same as the 
antiuhcrctic - to clear Christianity of all erroneous rcpresentationo Hovr= 
ever)) the muthocl and style of attack must C::.iffero Heretical doctx·ine is best 
countered by the reasoned presentation of orthodm:;yo '.L'he sheer ludicrousness 
of Christendom must be exposed on its o·.-m terms and so ~.jc_bolih)rut, proccca.s 
copy by CO}?Y to do ju; t tha.to 'l.'here is a ga~ay,y of images rane;:i.nr; £'rom the 
subtle to the posi tivcly crude. There is a directness of style such as 
characterises little else in Kierkega.ard 0 s production. The length of the 
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articles varies from 11 Short and Sharp" pieces to those pieces of which the 
title is almost an article in itself. 21 7 But at all points )) l<.ier kegaard 
reflects that penchant for effective journalese which had alvmys found him 
both critical and jealous of the journalists' arto Kierkee;aard is now 
addressing neither the man in the pulpit nor the man in the pewo His reader 
is the man in the market place nhere Nevr 1'estament Christianity belongs but 
yet where Christendom appears most ludicrous. 
2) The Chronology of .@'_.k)_Q)jpret 
There is very little to be §tined from trying to analyse the timing of 
specific nwnbers of Jtjeblildret. Ilicrlregaard had . amassed an enormous amount 
of material in his Journals and many relatively complete dra.~s of polemical 
articles were available from v1hich he could make his selection - although, 
as we pointed out earlier, each item in Jtjeblikket was a spontaneous composition. 
Mala.ntschuk has sought to divide Kierkegaard 1 s attack into four separate 
sections; and whilst v1e should beware of jeopardising the imnediacy of these 
publications in favour of a pre-determined plan of campaign, such a. scheme 
as I.Ia.lantschuk provides is of valueo 218 First of all, there were articles in 
J!'aedrela.ndet, and to these i;;alantschuk adds the ini tia.l two numbers of l(je"\)lilqs~t 
as comprising the first and second sections.,. The article: 11 rtha t Christ 1 s 
Judgement is about Official Christianity'' thus becomes the watershed and merits 
being described as the third stageo Thus the first two numbers of li.J~plikket 
are separated from the next by this article. 'l'he third stage is completed by 
the ensuing numbers of fiebliklret as their severity capitalises on Kierkegaard 1 s 
claim to have the authority of Cl~ist on his sideo So during the Summer of 
1855 the next five editions of F[,jcb)j~,._'kJse=~ uppc:ared at irreE;Ular intervals 
varying from one to four necks o Bet\feen numbers five and six almost a month 
elapses, but onJ.y one week separates the publication of numbers six and seveno 
ClearJ.y the· matter is reaching so!i1e kind of cliJT:e.x in Kie:rker;anrd 1 s uir:.d at 
the end of Aug"1lS t ~ and this impress ion is confirmed by ths summary article 
y(bich is placed at the end of Noo 7 11 1\.bout the interest nhich is shO\m in 
my cause" o 21 9 
Here Kierkegaard laments that, rJhereas the interest shovm in his articles 
increases with each edition that appears, tl1ere is a O.istinct lack of passion 
such as should characterise the reliGious sphereo People s~r.ply say: 
n-:lhat Kierkega.ard writes is substantialzy true, and it is exceeO.-
ingly interesting to read hovr he shows that the whole official vmrship 
is making a fool of God, is blasphemy = but after all vJe are accustomed 
to do this, ne are unable to emancipate ourselves from it, ne lack the 
poner to do soo But certain it is that \Jhat he m•ites rre shall read 
VJith enjoyment; one can't help being impatient to get a new nwnbcr and 
to learn something more about this prodigiously interesting criminal 
case, as it undeniably is11 o 
KierY"..ega.ard goes on to compare such a reaction with that of a husband 
vrho, having been told of his vrife' s unf'ai thfulne ss, declines to do anything 
about it because he would thus jeopardise his domestic ease and securityo 
He concludes with a dramatic and decisive condemnation: 
''
1\Jherefore, nhoever thou art, if such be the case \lith thee - sh.ame 
upon thee, shame upon thee, shame upon thee~~~ 
I feel th.at this short i tern marks another vra tershed in Kierkegaurd' s 
publications during this final year. A case may be made out for the vieYl 
that Kierkegaard must h.ave felt a sense of profound despair in having to admit 
that his writings were received with mere interest devoid of religious passiono 
But this is not really likely o The years of patient naiting in vain for the 
admission had taught him to expect nothing different once the attack was fully 
unlcashedo Such a response would have occasioned neither surprise nor an 
increased sense of despairo But clearly Kierkegaard nas anare of one thing 
which nas of some significance for his immediate strategyo For better or for 
worse, he vras arousing interest and he was reaching a large audience i'Jho rJere 
looldng forVTard with keen anticipation to each new publicationo 
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beint; 1..repared. to pull back his heavy artillery from the front line of' att&ck$ 
ICierket;aard sa':J that he vm.s norr rrell placed to retierate and re-=emphasisethe 
positive Christian message 1.'11j_ch lay at the heart of all his negative criticisms. 
Malantschuk is rie;i1t in gi.vint; this the status of a separate fourth sta§;e in 
the evolution of the "A ttaclc1 • 220 
Of all the articles comprising the final polemical authorship~ this 
discourse is of most signif'icance ,-;i th regard to timing. In the numbers of 
~ieb_:L~lslfet nhich had appeared most recently, every single idol of Christendom 
had come unc1er attack. Baptism, Confirmation, hiarriage and religious 
education became principal targets along with sex and the rearing of children. 
'ilhilst it is true that these latter issues are dealt with even more severely in 
the J-ournals, still the sharpness of his published remarks is extreme. 1,eedless 
to say, the priests and officials of the State Church have continued to suffer 
from Kierkegaard's bitterest aggression. Now, in the midst of the ruins 
caused by his own verbal blitz, Kierkegaard seizes the chance to raise up for 
all to see the principle of C.~d 1 s unchanging rule and love. 
One is inclined to look closely at the subsequent editions of 12Liebli~ 
for signs of moderation in Kierlregae.rd 1 s "Attack!'. , But ultimately the search 
is in vain. In fact, one of the most vicious articles of all is reserved for 
issue number nine - i.e. Kicrkegaard' s likening of the priests to cannibals. 221 
So the discourse is in no way to be seen as a recantation by Kierkegaard of his 
aggressive assault. Rather, it stands as a reminder of the Christian truth 
which remained immutable behind every single stage of the authorship. His 
earlier Christian proclamation had fallen largely on deaf ears. N'ow he had 
a large and eager audience who needed to be told that he was attacking the 
Church as one who had stood forth boldly as a Christian. 'i'he text of the 
discourse ·nas precisely the same as he used for his very first discourse and 
often thereafter. 222 As regards the essence of his message = as God 
himself Has unchanged so that was to remain unchanged. 
nIl fait bien 'a certains moments dlfendre l 1 intgriori t~ par le s 
armes. Ve,rme de Kiorkceaard est le pamphlet ooo Lo pe.mphle.·t, pour 
le penseur d.e,nois , n 1 a pas pour seul but de d~truine. Il veut, en 
denon~ant la caricatm1 e du christianismc, rendre attentif lc J.ecteu..:c 
aux exigence s clu 1 devcnir chretien 111 • 22.3 
Here Kierkegaard 1 s intentions in the last rJritings are clearly rccot).1.ised.. 
He ':ras seeking to use an aggr-essive weapon as an integr-al p8.rt of a project 
towards upbuilding in Christianity. The task was diff:j_cul t alrnos t to the 
point of impossibility. A delicate balance had to be struck and maintained 
in the heat of a frantic public debate uhen tempers, and judgements, are not 
easily restrained. i\1atters were further complicated by the general display 
of ignorance as to the actual content of Kierkegaard's earlier r~itings. Add 
to this the ingredient of a thoroughgoing personality clash - in this case 
a clash ree;arcling the parsonality of Bishop I~iynster - and the possibility of 
constructive dialogue almost totally recedes from view. r.:arie nay argues 
that 11 ••• I~erlregaard 1 s final attack upon the Church is hot only characterised 
by a fundamental division between two interpretations of Christianity, but 
also by a decisive judgement upon i'.'iynster as a person". 224 'l'his is 
correct so long as it is recognised that the judg-ement upon L:iynster is part 
of the debate about the interpretation of Christianity rJhich, in its turn, 
is part of an authorship specifically contrived 11 d~fendre 1 1 int~riorite11 • 
The aftermath of the 11 Attac~' is marked by a general failure to hold these 
strands together. By and large, I~erkega.ard' s criticism of Mynster and 
the Church are seen in absolute terms and judged accordingly, whilst their 
intended relativisation in the context of a specific strategic enterprise 
is ignored .• Indeed P.A. Stucki is right when he says that: 
11 il convient • o o de souligner que ces critiques ne portent pas 
tant contre l'Eglise elle=meme que contre la conception qu'on peut 
s 'en faire ou la valeur qu 'on peut lui accorder" o 225 
It is the value of the Church as an instrument of God 1 s nill relative to 
the demands of subjectivity and paradox that Kierkegaard wishes to establish 
and defend. But the subtlety of this point could not easily be gr-asped when 
friendship is at stake, revered personalities are m1der attack and a 
pru'l:phl.cteed.?l.G conflict is in full cry. Hal Koch ar £Ues fo:::- the un~l.ty of 
the 11 Attaclc1 uith the authorship as a 11hole and yet still me.intains the 
impossibility of reading any positive vic1;r of the Church out of Lier'lcegaard 1 s 
,.,·e-i t··i"' r-'S 226 
.. _- -'-'-'u o '.ihilst Koch is e r.1ost illustrious Church ::istoria.n~ ~till 
A. D. Pedersen can justifiably link him with those 11 nho have fpne astra-y 
22"1 
and nho ca...nnot be forgiven19 • Pedersen feels that l'\.ooh can be criticised 
all the more because 11 he lmev1 rrhat he was doing1 • '!'his is to d.:i.s tint,lJ.ish 
him from those ·\Jho drev1 a similar conclusion but yet whose limited vant::1.ga 
point gave them adequate excuse. 'l'he point is that K.ierke ga.ard 1 s pre sen~ 
tation of these final articles, and the context of their publication, v1as 
far from conducive to a ready and positive understanding of their true 
siesnificance. No-one but Kierkegaard himself can ultimately be held rcspon -
sible for this failure. Apart from such men as i·.iartensen and Bloch~ the 
majority of Kierkegaard 1 s readers could be forgiven for missing the subtleties 
behind the "A ttaclr' • 'l'hey were ill-acquainted with the Authorship and 
Kierkegaard ~ew this only too wello Hovrever, some points can be made in 
his d.efence. 
First of all, because of the thinking behind the tPadmission11 strategy 
Kierkegaard looked precisely to the likes of lviartensen in formulating his 
"Attack!'. Bssentialzy the sign board proclaiming the established Church 
to be truly Christian had to be t~cen down rather than pulled down by the 
howline; mob. Only the authorities could put this into effect. Certainly, 
by his direct assault through the newspaper articles and pamphlets Kierkegaard 
vwuld facilitate his communication with 11 the man in the market place", but 
this would only be a by~product of his primary intention to be more direct 
in his challen~ to the representatives of Christendom. 
Secondly~ vre should not lose sight of the fact that for Kierkegaard 
the way to Christian: existence is marked by necessary points of decision 
and choice. Choices imply conflicts of interest and this element of conflict 
is essential to authentic existence. There must be correctives, and 
correctives to correctives,228 in the cause of searching for ultimate truth 
and rcalityo ~\ierkege.arcl nas not so naive as to ·believe tha.t by speaking 
as he does of [.!ynster he could avoid arousing passionate feelint;s in the 
breasts of respectable Danish Churchr:leno But neither did he nish to avoid 
arousing such passions for only thus, it aeemea., cotO .. d he bJ:cach the sturC..y 
defences of complacency and self=assurance rrh:l.ch enable Ghristendor.1 to 
keep Christianity at bay o In the end Christ succeeded in ezoonsing the 
authorities to respond passionately to his ministry and messa§3 = they 
per se outed, insulted, tortured and crucified Him. 
to succeed in the same kind of wayo 
Kierlregaard was ready 
Thirdly, Kierkegaard was being consistent in launching this assault on 
the established Church. The objective norms of Christendom did need to be 
subjected to radical reassessment, in the li@1t of his project in the 
direction of inwardness. If he had stopped short of an attack when all 
else had failed to induce this reassessment on the part of the hierarchy 
then he would have been less than true to his ovm message and idealso lihen 
a man has spent as much effort presenting his case ~s Kierkegaz.rd spent in 
compiling his authorship, is he to be condemned for finally forcing to the 
front of people's minds the honest implications of his thought in spite of 
their likely inability to fully understand? 
Fourthly, Kierkegaard knew only too 'ilell ho\il· people could neutralise 
his ideas in order to accommodate them to their owno This way the preaching 
of Christianity can be drained of all its passion and challenge. That is 
Lmless steps are taken to discourage such manipulation. ""iJ'ev; vrould 11ish to 
ally themselves with a crude polemical assault so that the dangers of attract-
ing adherents anxious to make the "Attaclc' more palatable are kept to a 
minimum. Kierkegaard did not entirely avoid the acquisition of such adherents229 
but generally speaking the starkness of the issues were not qualified in 
this way. Of course there were those who felt able to agcee vlith Kierkegaard 1 s 
''Ideals" and then go back to "reality" without giving him another thought. 
But in so far as ICierkegaard wished to confront his contemporaries with real 
issues, then the aggr-ession of W'.J.eb).ikket achieved the desired effect. 
So ~~j.crke t;:aa.rd. dj_ecl a contented ma.:no Content to have pm·suecl the 
cause of honesty~ content to have paid t:r.e price of beine honest. During 
his lifetime he had sacri:ficed so much that he held dear. He had set Regine 
aside, he had attacJ.md the only pr:i.est for nh.om he had nl"Y real affection 
and at the end he had refused ),;o see his orm brother Fetor. E.e had 
condit:ioned hia nay o:f li:fe to tho demands of his authorship, he hacl borne 
tho rebuff's of a satirical journal, he had lmown the pain of having his 
thoughts misunderstood.. Now, in the last phase, he had been prepared to 
eXlJOse himself to all manner of insult and criticism. This preparedness to 
suf:fer so much must give us pause v1hen ne are tempted to make a facile 
condernna tion of the 11 Attack!' • Indeed l<ierkegaard was 11a thoroughly polemical 
man11 but he was also thoroughly consistent and true to the implications of 
his mm philosophy. Ue may not admire his style or endorse his conclusions 
but ne must beware of dividing his authorship according to our own tastes 
and opinions. If we are prepared to give full value to the unity of his 
authorship then much that we find superficially distasteful or even erroneous 
uill acquire a substance and challenge worthy of further re=assessment. A 
critique of the Church from a position of total acceptance, an attack on a 
senior cleric from a sense of profound reverence and love - these apparently 
neeative pursuits are not characterised by the cus'tomary marks of unqualified 
condemnation. Behind Kierkegaard 1 s "Attack!' there lies an essentially 
positive goal to which his polemics are necessarily subservient. Unlike so 
many attacks upon institutional norms, Kierkegaard's "Attack upon Christendom" 
is in no sense an end in itselfo To look upon it as such is to automatically 
condemn all that Kierkegaard 1 s authorship seeks to proclaim. On the other 
hand, to see what is positive in his thinking is to see deeper into the realities 
of our onn poor selves as potential disciples of Christ and to lmow the power 
of God 1 s grace which yet can make us v1hole. \Jithin Kierkegaard '.s defence of 
Ghristiani ty there lies his 11 Attack upon Christendom" ; wi. thin the "4 ttack upon 
Christendom" there lies his defence of Christianity. His contemporaries failed 
to grasp the former deduction - shall ne succeed in grasping the latter? 
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Vilho Andersen contends that Kierkegaard' s "final ':Jorks of journalistic 
destruction occurred \Ji thout any significant voice being raised for or 
against him" o (_I.1J.:Dansk Litteraturhistori~ VoL IIL Kbho 1924o po692) o 
Ka.bell points out that nhetr.er or not a. voice is significant is a. matter 
of taste. It is his view, right in my opinion, that Andersen's 
characterisation of the Church battle cannot be justified (Kabell: ~~o 
p. 7.3) o l!iartensen tells us that Kierkega.ard 1 s article 11 has attracted 
g:ceat attention to itselfa (Berlingske 'l'idende 28th D~cember 1854) 
See Attack pps 10 f£; 1 8 ffo; 67 ffo 
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Very soon after the article v1as published Kierke gae.rd referred to it as 
11 about l·.;ynstcr a@inst I.iartensen" (F:,a:e,. XI 2 A 265). But he also refers 
to ~~the attack upon l\lartensen or upon r.lynster per l..iartensen" (~o XI 2 A 
258) 
A contributor to !_he ~).th~land of January 4th, 1 855 laments the fact 
that everyone feels it necessary to come dorm uniquivocally for i:~ynster 
or for Ki.erkegaard. 1'here is no middle way according to their thinlcingo 
Leaving aside for the present the question of whether this writer is 
correct in lamenting such a state of affairs (I feel that Kierkegaard set 
out to evoke precisely such definite choic.es as here described) it is 
significant that he records the fact that 11 one talks less about r.Iartensen11 • 
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22o12o1 854 by pseudonym "B" and the counter are;ument of pseudonym 11 en, 
~· 28 .. 12.1854. A writer in Flyveposten of 12.1 o1 855 signing himself 
"En Sandhedsven11 accuses Kierkegaard of cowardice in waiting until 
~·iynster died before issuing the attack). 
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has published the sermon he delivered in Christiansburg Slotskirke o o o 
and in Hhich he • o. from the pulpit has erected a beautiful and vrortlzy' 
monument to the deceased Bishop" o 
l:.:J 7 
7'3o In a footnote iCierke:saard sugtSests that i.ynster 1 s own preachinc; did 
much to obscure the true meaning of i 1wi tness to the truth11 • Dy preaching 
such a rJatered dom1 vers:i.on of Christianity~ L~;Jrnster implicitly condemned 
the Cbristiani-bJ of the ;,sufl'ering witness= instead of admitting that 
his own Christianity nas a dispensation and indulgence to the frailty 
of ordinary men. 
82. ~~a_p o XI 2 A 2~-4 
84o At_t~ck P• 9 
85 o ~al~· XI 2 A 251 
86. Attack P• 9 
87o Kabellg ~£ita P• 67 
88. 11 Jlit Ang!:'eb pa.a Biskop t.1ynster'~ Pseud. 11 .1111 o DaAblade:t 2/1 st December, 1 851+ 
89. 11 Endnu et par Ord om Dr. S. Kierkeg3.ards Angreb paa hiynster:· Pseudo 11 B11 • 
:Oagbaldet 22nd December, 1 854 , 
90. ''Dr. S. Kierkegaard og Biskop J.P. lviynster.'' Pseud. "C". Dagbladet 
28th December 1 854. 
91 • "En Karikatur - Tegning.'' Pseud. L. Berlingske TJ:£ende. 22nd December, 1 854 
92o 
9.3. 
95o 
K~enhavnsposi,en 31st ll;arch, 1 8.36 (Lehmann) and 27th/28th March ·1 846 
Tili,<?ller on ~~£;::i;e1) 
K.i¢'beJ:lll~"ffi.SJL~ 2.3rd December 1 854. The anonymous poet particularly 
attacks Kierlregaard for attacldng a dead man who cannot answer back 
~enhavns.Q,osten 24th December 1854 (Signed 11 aesculap11 ) 
The editors of the third edition of Samlede Vaerker sa~ that Levin was 
11 certainly" the Author. fuwllede_J[I}~d Bdition) Vol. 19 p • .3.32. 
See Flyve12osten 27th December Hr • .301 
96o 11 I Anledning af Dr. S. Kierkegaards Artikel i :C'aedrelandet Nr. 295~1 
H. L. l.ia.rtensen. Berlingske T~dende 28th December ,1 854 
97. ;Attack p. 11 
98o LOCo Cito 
99. Attack po 12 
1 00. op. cito ppso 12 - 1.3 
10io Attackpo14 
1 02. ~ing_ske ~i~ 22nd December, 1 854 
1 0.3. Kabell~ opo cij:_o P• 77 
i OLI-o Attac_k Po i 0 
/1 05. A\~~~~ ppso 6 - "1 
1 06. 1\ ttac~ pJ_;>s o 7 and 1 0 note 
1 08o ji.t_t_aek pps o 1 8 ff o 
1 09o AeF))-:!1ES!se_.f:~e!l~e 29o'i 2o1854., signed Binzer; 30o1 ?-o·i854 signed Go 
f>aludan -i1mller 
1'1 Oo :Qcxlin_g_slre _Tidende 6.·1 .1855, signed "ilo Hjorto See .PJ:LPo XI 3 B 51 and 
_!ttack Po 17 
111 0 J. Paludan~i·:iuller~ Dr. S. Kier}fe_g_aar~_Angr:_ebJ?_~Bis~p l.£yll3ters 
Efte_rm_aele. Kbho 1 855 
!t_tack ppso 15 - 16 
l:~i B 
11 3 o J o Paludan-Buller: Om Dr o Lar t~ens christ~~ D~a tik. Kbh. 1 850 o:~~a. 
1·1 L:-o Jo Paludan-Muller~ "Om den apologetiske Bestanddel i Biskop i1;ynsters 
Praediken11 o Nyt theoloh=h_ske Tidsskrif't VoL V 1 851.:-o ppso 11 0 - 1 80 
115o Kabell: .QQ_o cit. Po 54 fo See Jo Paludan-l!luller: Dr. S. 1Cier¥:ega.8:_I'ds 
Angreb paa Bisko.E I.lY_nsters Eftermaele p. 22. Also~ Paludan-i.1uller 
had already demonstrated his lack of sympathy with Kierkegaardo In a 
letter to Sib bern dated 27th February, 1 844~ he refers to l!;i ther-Q.~ 
and Fear and Trembling and doubts whether their author can justifiably· 
be called 11 spiritual". (See Carl \7el tzer: Peter og s_Aren Kie:rk:eg~~· 
1\.bho 1 936 o Po 1 86) 
116. ~ cit. pps. 5 - 6. See V o Lindstrom: 11 The Problem of Objectivi"bJ and 
Subjectivity in Kierkegaard11 o Kierkegaard Critique po 238: "Kierlregaard 
states that his age is to be saved through subjectivity. But before this 
happens, the untruth o:f subjectivity must be eliminated ooo 11 
11 7 0 op. cit. ppso 6 - 11 
11 8. op. cit. pps. 11 -14 
11 9 0 op. cit. pps. 18 - 21 
120. ~ttack po 16 
1 21 0 Attack p. 1 7 
i22o J. Paludan-Muller~ ..Q_"Qo cit. P• 13 
123. P@o XI 3 B 2·i 6~ 8. See Berlingske 'fidende 9th January ,1 855 
124o Attack pps. 1 8 :ff. Dated January 26th and published January 29th 
·1 25. ~enhavnsposten 19th January, 1 855 
126. Kabell: ~Q.j,_t. 
127. FlyvEU!,OS~ 9th January, 1 855. Cf o also 11th January 
128o ',Jc should note that this article was Vr.r'itten before the appeoTance of 
··~Chere the matter rests11 and is dated Christmas 1 85L~o 
129o 11 Er Dro S. lderkegaard en kristelige og f'ilosofisk Sandhedsven•n. 
,~l~zv~I!~st.e~l:} 12th January~ 1855 
•J30. '<Jr. ,:,¢'ren I\.i<::::dccgaat>cls .f...ngreb pa 3iskop Lynsters J•;i'-cermaele11 • 
,Fl_:yxe;eC?c~·~eP, 1 9th January~ 1 855 
-J3i o See especial]Jr the article by 11 A Layman" dated 25th January 
132. "Bn god Gjerning' o ,E~~~dreJ,~ 1Oth January, '1 855 
133 0 II Til b;6' jvelbaarne hs6' jaervaerdige Biskop r,iartensen l!:t Sp¢'r gsmaal11 0 
~~a~~<!r_e}:fl!l_She~"t· 16th J"a.nuary, ·J 855 
13ll-o 11 Biskop i•.;ynster som Sandhedsvidne" (Unsigned). J:l~ol)re]:l_1a_d~t 1Oth January~ 
>1 855 o 
135. ''Et Indlaeg i Sagen s. Kierkegaard kontra r,!artensen11 (Signed II ~=g'). 
Da_ghl,_adet 12th January, 'I 855 
1.36. "Striden r.iellem S. iCierkegaard og I.lartensen11 (Unsigned). Da_gbl.adet. 
1.3th January, -1 855 
1.37o j\.ttack Po 18 
1.38o iQ_i.Q,o Po 21 
1.39. Attac!{ p. 22. See Nielsen~ "En god Gjerning1 o 
440. See pseudonym ooo in Fl_yye...QQ_sten 9th January 1 855 
1 L:-1. Atta,_Q!s p. 22 
142o Kierlregaard was especially angered by lflartensen 1 s consecration address. 
He was consecrated on St. Stephen 1 s Day ())ecember 26th) and took as his 
text Acts 1 ~8 - "But ye shall receive the power of the Holy Ghost which 
shall come upon you, and ye:.shall be my witnesses". During the course 
of the address he used the word "witnesses11 several times and Kierkega.ard 
saw this, with some justification, as stubborn bravado< 
14.3. Attack P• 2.3 
144· From Copenhagen seeg fuy_eposten: 11 En RtSst ]'ra I:ienigheden11 .3rd l!'ebruary, 
1855, (basically a layman's panegyric upon l\;ynster); :B'J,yvepos~:"Dr. 
S. Kierkegaards Angr-eb paa Biskop hlynsters Eftermaele" 15th Ilarch, 1 855 
(reiterates Paludan-rliuller 1 s demand for h!ynster' s deviations from the 
New Testament to be spelt out in full. Criticises · Kierkegaard for 
not making his charges v1hilst l.;ynster was alive. Also condemns 
Kierkegaard for answering his critics simply by saying that they do 
not understand him); Dagb~adet: 11 0m Sandhedsvidner'1 by Otto Thomsen. 
9th February, 1 855 (Satirical account of how the writer 1 s local priest 
responded to Kierkegaard 1 s recent v1ritings); Dagbladet: 11 Et ord J!'ra en 
LaetJ!land angaaende Sandhedsvidnestriden" 9 Signed 11 D11 • 20th February~ 1 855 
(basically S}lpports K.ierkegaard' s argument although critical of his forms 
of expression. Chides r\;artensen for not making a satisfactory reply to 
KieriDe~d)o From the provinces seeg Lolland-?alsters Stiftstidende~ 
31st January, 1 855 signed "I<!'; ,.Aarhus Stiftst:id~r;:de g Og~a; en ~trpgj,irelseo 
1Oth J:l'ebruary, 1 855 signed 11 b11 (sees Yderkegaa.rd 1 s protest simply in terms 
of semantics and criticises him along these lines); Lolland=Falsters 
3tift_sti4_.epde: Signed 11 F19 ilJ-th 1!'ebruary, 1855 (Reply~ to 11"K1r., -ShoUld not 
ignore h.:Lerkega.ardo .illS specific attack on bynster is an iJnplicit 
attack upon all nho call themselves Christianso Is a.oubtful v1hether 
l.iynster 0 s :J?ersonality should be thus used as a means to an end) o 
1 45 o V o Christensen~ CSir"~llJSi~esJ~~g~(isJ.ioti ve_r. "tiJ..,.):~i]:'_kel~~..P,e}1o J.;u:nks gaard 
1 959 o J?o .)9 o i.:aJ..antschuk takeS 8, Similar Vierto :1e0 ~ r .• alantschu.k anu 
Soe~ ]Ail}R.Jllpd~j\_irJ~e~o ::unlcc:aardi956o po 2?. 
147 o Not that he ceasen to be convi!'1Ced of its valueo ~ee i:ltt~! pps o 29 and .32 
·1 48o b: t"t_%,Ck Po 24 
149o See ;P~o XI .3 B 15 ~ 1.2 
1 50o· A t_tack po 26 
151 o In the draft Y>-ierkegaard also offers an expansion of his attack on the 
doctrine current in Christendomo Predictably he lays especial emphasis 
on the false teaching regarding the Church, gr-ace, imitation of Christ 
and judgemento (P~o XI 3 B 222, 10) 
i53o Attack Po 29 
'154o fittack Po 28 
i55o PaPo XI .3 B 224~ 1, .3 andii 
i56o ~li_Ck po .32 
1 57 o Ea.Qo XI .3 B 225 
158o ;A,ttack Po .32 
159o See Attack Po .33 ff.: article entitled "Salt" 
1 60. Attack pps • .34 - 5 
1 61 9 Attack P• .35 
1 62 o Attack ppso .37 ff o 
i63o Flyveposten 15th li1arch, i855o Cf. Christianiaposten 9th r/iarch, 1855 
1 64o lt,aedrelande~ .3rd April, 1 855 o Sign~d "N - n11 
165 o The reference here is to lv!ynster 1 s Betragt:p.inger over de christelige 
'l'roslaerdomme 
166o "VIith reference to an anonymous proposal made to me in Noo 47 of this 
ne\Yf>paper" o F'aedrelandet April 7th, 1 855o Attack po 40 f o 
1670 11 \/ould it be best nov1 to 1 stop ringing the fire alarm 1?11 :B'aedreJand~ 
April 11th, 1 855 o Attack Po 41 f o 
i 68o Cf o Pa..Q. XI 3 B 229, 2 
i69o Attack Po 4J fo 
i70o }~~e~~.e)~anf!e;~ 24-th April~ 1 G55o J~ater re~issued in the r.1onogr>aph 
.~qds i·;ir_ke_ e_r _:by_gt;e.t :;_.•o_r~l'lyi€)-1~~e_:q. Odense '1 8) 5. pps o 5 ~ 9 
·1 73 o titt_qq)s Po l:. 7 
1 75o J~tti~,C)~ Po 48 
1 76 o See A:tsack pps o 54- - 5. Here Kier ke gaard makes it clear that ~r.8:_in_i.Il§ 
:in the second edition is an attack upon the ~stablishment 
1 78o J:EJJ2o XI 3 B 233' 2 
179o See ~fl._krift__for den evangelis.ke Kir~~_=L]lanmark 1855 ~ Volo V pps 90 ~ 
1 77 ~ 1 83 ~ 351 f o Later that year, Zeuthcn published a series of three 
articles entitled ,Polem:!:.sJ.~~ B_l_~<!e imud DE<:. ~S_. K:iprkegaar~CJ:· The first of 
these (published J'une 1 855) prompted Kicrkega.ard to clraft a new sally 
against its author (See Pa..:go XI 3 B 142) 
1 80o Jij&benhavn~osten 12th l.iarch, 1 855 o See f._aJ?.o :ia 3 B 142 po 224 and 
Attack P• 53 
1 81 o Attack Po 5.3 
182o !1.~ pps. 57 - 65 
18.3o Matthew 25 v. 6: '.rhe motto to "This has to be said11 
1 84-o Pag. XI 2 A 26.3, 265 
185o See Attack p. 8i: 11 o o. as the beast of prey unites shrevJdness and 
stren5~h: first it remains perfectly quiet, quiet as no tame beast 
can be, and then collects itself 11holly in one spring or blow • o. so 
is the decisive effect produced. First quietness so quiet as it never 
is on a still day, quiet as it is only before the thunder -and then 
the storm breaks loose" o Cf. Pap. XI 3 B 64 
1 86o Attack p. 64. N.,B. that the accompanying sheet ·was originally adclressed 
to the l'.'linister of Culture. Pap. XI 3 B 240, 1 
1 87 o Attack pps. 67 ~ 72 
1880 R. Nielsen: Faedrelandet January 1Oth, 1855. Cf. also January 16th 
1 89. See the anonymous article in Dagbladet 25th April 1 855 Nr. 95 entitled 
"Den Kierket:;aardske Strid11 : 11 1Jhile the priests see in him al.rr.ost a 
personal enemy, plain, sensible folk call his talk twaddle" o -~"Jhilst it 
is almost certainly true that the hierarchy's silence was calculated 
to breed contempt for Kicrketae~d's ideas amongst the laity~ his appeal 
to this article for support is rather unfortunate. It is by no means 
certain that a pastor vrrote the orieinal letter - indeed, the writer 
says he was not a theologian and only claimed a right to be heard because 
he was a daily reader of the Bible o Thus the ;·1ri ter may have· been 
just such 11 a plain man" as Kierkega.ard thought best able to understand 
his protest. 
·t90. Soe V. l:.uk6..ahl~ I~r~p~ ~;·~i~~F)se_;.;:~Dr<l.o.L._a~ex:_ !•l"e}·~it:..e .. !~~n~ and '~i'ilL-1.d.s 
Ghr:tstenseng ?~r:i:r~a;te~ .fip{r_c_n. }:£icr_l~eJ,'3;-'l::J;:d. 
i 91 0 See .J:t3£o ~a 3 B 1.38~ ·J 1.:-0 ~ 14i ~ ·t55 ~ .·.59 
1 92o 3ce ?.?J~o ~~l 3 B 1 L:-2, •1 6G~ 192 
19.3. ~jee ,l~a_12. :,a 3 }3 '1.54~ '1 55 
1 9J~. i:lee ~:t:t"~r: ladJ~_e_ ].:_ard-r.e?:: )".:[ 5.32 
·t95. See faJ;l.• XI 2 A 41.3. Cf. Geismarg ,S;ir~_n Ilj._Erke_[';e.q_r.d. Volo VI p. 71. 
Certainly there uas no shortac::e of attacks on ~\ierket'.ao..rd, either in the 
ne .. spapers or through individual publications. ':Che bibfugaphy furnishes 
a full list 
1 97. See fa;g. XI 2 A L1-1 3 
1 98. P.,tt_a_c.f pps. 280 = 1 
199o fl~· XI 1 il. 526 
200. See jtttqck Po 8J : " ••• the decisive purpose (fears) every contact of 
or ni th this thing of 1 to a certain degree 111 
201 o Attack P• 79 
202. ioid. p. so 
203. Att_ack p. 82. Cf. p. 91. "Jhe Inst~a.nt is on the side o.f the ideals 
ai.:_ains t the ill us ions" 
204. Loc •. Cit. 
205. See especially fjebli~et No. 3 (ji.ttack pps. 125 ff.), but also 
pps. 83 f o , 99 f. , 1 02 f. , 1 82 , 1 84 etc o 
206o See C. J¢rgensen: SRren KierkeGaard Vol. V P• 107 
207. Dated June 1 855. Attack pps. 115 ff. 
208. Attac~ P• 125 
209. op. cit. P• 127 
~L cit,. ppso 1 05 ~ 157 f., 228 
211 0 OJ?.o cit. po 18! 
OJ2o cit. Po 134 
213o Geismar: op. cit. Vol. VI ppso 74 - 5 
214o .Printed in &,tta:.21f p. 90. See Carl Koch: Siren Kierkegaa,F~ l!;Ip.:i_l 
Boese!};o Kbho 1 901 o pps o 3 8 ff o 
215o Attack P• 1 08 f o 
216. Attac_k ppso 1 81 - 2 
22·i 0 
222o 
223o 
In a very brief ~Jref'ace to this discourse, dated L:ay 5th, 1 B5L~~ 
Kierkegaard ·nroteg 11 1'his address nas delivered in the Church of the 
Citadel, on the 18th lilay ·1 851 o ~-'he text is the first I have usedo 
Later l have often brought it for:7ard; now I at,:ain return to it11 a 
For Self..;~:~~ip_a=tAon po 226 
Mo Cornug Kierke___gp,ard et la Communication de 1 'Existencea Tl~se 
c ~ = -·- ~~"=-·~--. -------~-·------···~~~c;r-··--- ~·· presentee~ la Facult~ des lettres de l'Universite de Lausanne pour 
obtenir le grade de docteur des lettres o Lausanne 1 972 
l:.?3 
225o Pierre-Andre Stucki: f.e J2..b:r.ist~anism_e .. ~-J..~Jiistp,D:~ .<i'foJ?_rej>~)"~=lerJ~.£~-d; 
Basel ·j 963 po 95 
227o A. Bo Pedersen: 11 ¢jeblikket11 o Tidehverv Kbho 1 969 Nro 1 0 Po 1 03 
228. See P~o X 1 A 640 
S;{ren Kierkegaards Samlede Vaerkero li:di ted by Ao Bo Dracbmann~ J o Lo Heiberg 
"a~na Wo~ o"o~~1angeo-- 15 v01s·;~~iul1~~1-90J = 36 
.SJfr:e_n_]li_e~k.eg__aarCl.s_R,a_£ir.J3.!',o Edited by Po Ao Heiberg and Victor Kuhro 11 Volso 
ICbho 1 909 = 48o (l:<eferred to in note::; as, e a go Papo I:£ A 1 54) 
.§16.':;-=en _I~~~F-.k~_ga~-~.rds Eft_erl~adte Pa,Eirero Edited by Ho Po Barfodo 9 Volso 
Kbho 1 869 = 8; 
A-f::;_~:t~~nj.e uY._idenskab_elir; Eftc_rskr:i,.ft with no-tes and commentary by Niels 
Thulstrupo Kbho 1962 
Br~ve o_g Aks!;Y:kker vedrp}-ende Siren Kierkeg_aardo Edited by Niels Thulstrupo 
Kbho 1953 = 4 
l!J.ebl~k:ket ~dth introduction by Po G-o Lindhardto Kbho 1 961 
E~l._:ish ~d_i tion~ (with the original title and date of Danish publication 
in bracket~ 
The Concept of Irony transo Lee CapeL New Yorkg Harper and Ro17 1966; 
Bloomingtong Indiana University Press 1968. (Om ~~eUroni by 
So Ao Kierkegaard 1 841) 
.J~ __ ij;hep;9£ I, transo David 11' o Swenson and Lillian Marvin Swenson; 
II, transo 1idalter Lov.,rrie; 2nd edo revo Howard Ao Johnsono Garden City~ 
Doubleday 1 959o (Enten-Eller I = II, edo Victor Eremita 1 843) 
Johannes Cli~cus..a._ or De omnibus dubitandum est and A Sermon transo ToHo 
CroxalL London: Adam and Charles Black 1 958o ( 11 J-ohannes Climacus eller 
De omnibus dubi tandum est10 , written 1 842 = 43, unpublo , .E_apirer IV B 1 ; 
Demis = Praed,iken, 1 844-, unpublo, IV C 1) 
EdifYing Discourses I = IV, transo David .J:i'o Swenson and Lillian Marvin 
Swenson. !Viinneapolisg Augsburg Publishing House 1 943 = 46o (QQ_bygge],_:hm 
Tale_r, by So Kier lee gaard 1 843 , 1 844) 
Fear and Tremblin_g (with Tf:!e Sickness Unto Death) , trans. Walter Lowrie o 
G-arden City g Doubleday 1 954. (~'rygt og Baeven by Johannes de Silentio 1 843) 
Repetition transo Walter Lowrie, Princeton: Princeton University Press 1941 o 
(Qjentagelsen by Constantin Constantius 1 843) 
P~iloscm_hical l!'rawents transo David Fo Swenson, 2nd edo revo Howard Hongo 
Princeton~ Princeton University Press 1962o (Philosophiske Smuler by 
J'ohannes Climacus, edo So Kierkegaard 1 844-) 
J'he Concept of Dread trans. Ylalter Lowrieo 2nd edo Princetong Princeton 
University Press 1 957. (~egrebet An~st by Vigilius Haufnie.nsis, edo 
So Kierkegaard 1 844) 
Thoughts_ on Crucial S:i,tuationp in Human Life transo David Fo Swenson, edo 
Lillian !!Jarvin Swensono lviinneapolis ~ Augsburg Publishing House 1 941 o ( Tre 
Taler~ved~_J;_a,_ep._kt; __ E:LJ.~ili_gheder: by So Kierke gaard 1 84-5) 
,Sj;cage_s==o~ J~i;:e~~so~~~Y: trans. \{alter Luwrieo Princeton~ Princeton University 
Press 1 940o (Stadier _paa Livets Vej, edo Hilarius Bogbinder 181.:.5) 
·--=----....-.......... . - ·--- -
.9$~9J:L!9-i~gJJl'ls£i,e_!!_t~fi~}~os_t~~:i,E_1;, trans. David F o Swenson and '"·-alter Lovrl'ieo 
Princetong Princeton University Press for American=Scandinavian b'oundation 
i 9Ll-1 o (flfs]:~tt~e_!!_~e =l!1Q:._'!enskabelig _J<;fterslo:'ift by Johannes Climacus ~ edo 
S. Kicrkegaara. 1 &.~6) 
~he_ 1'r~J;_e_l1lJ1ge __ a!l£ _'l).J~O __ il~y~g_r _ _)!:t,_h:\cp~::R_e~lig.?._s:>~us 'J:'r~~is_e_:?. transo Alexander Dru» 
-~ral ter J ... ov.r.deo Loncion and hew Yorkg Oxford University Press 1 940. (En 
J:=i::!=e_rFAt: )l_q_rQe__lg_~~~soe~~q_ __ 'l'i_dsaJ,dr~ by So Kierkegaard ·j 846; 'l~Vel'l~~ ethi;k= 
,r_e_l?-~-~e Sm.':!!l~f_~~ger by HoHo 1849) 
pn .1\t!_i;_ho~i_ty a,nd __ .lle_v~~?-tiofu The Book on_AdJ_er trans o \Jal ter Lowrie o 
Princetong Princeton University Press 1955o ("Bogen om Adler", vii'itten 
1 81.~6 ~ 1,_7 » unpubl. ~ fn_:e_:if_cr VII 2 D 2.35) 
ft.wA~2f._ HE<_ar~ trans a Douglas Steere. 2nd edo New York~ Harper 1948. 
(O__pJ?y__ggel~ Taler i lorsJsjellig Aa--llil by So Kierkegaard~ pt. L 11 En Leiligheds-
Tale11 1 84 7) 
_'J'J!_e __ §l~spe_lof_Suf'ferin.JS and The Lili_es of the Field, trans David F. Swenson 
and Lillian marvin Swenson. Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House 1 948. 
(O_g1:>ygge~~ge~~T~l~~r2 forsk;jelli_g_Aand by S. Kierkegaard$ pta .3, 11 Lidelserncs 
Evangelium"; pto 2, 11 Hvad vi laere af Lilierne paa iVlarken og af Himmelens 
Fugle11 1 84. 7) 
v/orks of Love transo Howard and Edna Hong. New Yorkg Harper and Row 1962. 
~rli:.ghedens G-.ierninger by So Kierkegaard 1 84.7) 
Crisis in the Life of an Actress trans. Stephen Crites. New York: Harper 
and R;w 196=7. ~Krisen o en Krise i en Skues illerindes Liv by Inter et Inter~ 
Faedrelandet Nos. 1 88 - 91 , July 24 = 27 ~ 1 848 
Christian Discourses, including also 1'he Lilies of the Field and the Birds 
of the Air and Three Discourses at the Communion on :E'rida,;ys, trans. \{alter 
Lowrieo London and New York: Oxford University Press 19.39. (~hristeli~ 
Tyaler by So Kierkegaard 1 84.8; Lilien paa Marken og :&'qg1en under I-IiJE):.~ 
by s~ Kierkegaard 184.9; 11 Ypperstepraesten11 ~ 11 1'olderen11 - 11 j)nderinden", 
tre Ta,le:r;:_ yed Altergangen om :l!'redagen by So Kierkegaard 1 849 
~kness Unto Death (with Fear and TremblinJi), transo Walter Lowrie. 
New York: Doubleday 1954. (Sygdommen til Did~ by Anti-Climacus, edo 
So Kierke gaard 1 84.9) 
!raining in C_,hristianity including also T~ \!oman i.'/ho Was a Sinner trans. 
\.'alter Lowrie. London and New York: Oxford University Press 1941; repro 
Princeton: Princeton University Press 1 944. (Ind_&velse i Christe~OJ!l by 
Anti-Climacus, ed. s. Kierkegaard 1850; En opbyggelig Tale by S. Kierkegaard 
1850) 
AI:_med Neutralit,;y and An Open Letter trans. Howard V. Hong and Edna H. Hong. 
Bloomington and London: Indiana University Press 1968. (Den bevaebend~ 
~tra,.litet~ written 1848 - 49, publo 1965; .Foranledigt ved en Yttr~~af 
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